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64  Aircraft  Owners  &  Pilots  Association,  Dennis  Roberts  5 

65  Airport  Impact  Relief,  Inc.  (McGowan,  Engel,  etc.)  5 
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68  Air  Transport  Assoc.  of  America,  Scott  Godfrey,  Dir.  Eastern  Region  5 

69  Alliance  of  Boston  Neighborhoods  (Shirley  Kressel)  5 

70  American  Airlines,  Ed  Freni,  General  Manager  (Boston)  5 

71  Back  Bay  Photo  Imaging,  Ray  Molinaro  (Boston)  5 

72  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association,  Sandra  G.  Steele,  President  5 

73  Beachmont  Neighborhood  Association  (Debbie  McHatton)  5 

74  Bear,  Stearns  &  Co.  Inc.John  W.  Gillespie,  Managing  Director  5 

75  Gr.  Boston  Convention  &  Visitors  Bureau, 

Patrick  B.  Moscaritolo,  Pres  &  CEO  5 

76  Boston  Harbor  Islands  Advisory  Council,  Philip  E.  Lemnios,  Member  5 

77  British  Airways,  Gail  Visentin,  Dir.  Passenger  &  Cargo  Operations  5 

78  Building  &  Construction  Trades  Council  Metropolitan  District, 

Joseph  W.  Nirgo,  Jr  5 

79  Cape  Air/Nantucket  Airlines,  Daniel  A.  Wolf,  President, 

Cape  Air,  Testimony  (Hyannis)  5 

80  Cape  Air/Nantucket  Airlines,  Alfred  Testa,  Jr.,  Airport  Director  5 

81  Cape  Cod  Chamber  of  Commerce,  John  O'Brien,  Chief  Exec.  Officer  5 

82  Cape  Cod  Economic  Development  Council,  Daniel  Dray,  Administrator.. 5 

83  Charlestown  Business  Association,  Carol  Bratley,  Chair  5 

84  Chelsea  Waterfront  Association,  Jeffrey  Buck,  President  5 
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88  CAC  Roxbury  Rep.,  Dovi  Abbey  5 

89  CAC  Roslindale/HP  Rep.,  Alex  Geourntas  5 

90  CAC  Braintree  Rep.,  Sandra  Kunz  5 

91  CAC  Quincy  Rep.,  Bernice  Mader  5 

92  CAC  Cambridge  Rep.,  Kurt  H.  Walter  5 

93  CAC  Dorchester  Rep.,  Pamela  Smith  5 

94  CAC  Maiden  Rep.,  John  Mahoney  5 

95  CAC  Rep,  Hingham,  Richard  Goldhammer  5 

96  CAC  Melrose  Rep.,  Joseph  Gulino  6 

97  CAC  Revere  Rep.,  Deborah  A.  Santiano-McHatton  6 

98  Conservation  Law  Foundation,  Stephen  H.  Burrington,  Gen.  Counsel  6 

99  Louis  A.  Mandarini,  Jr.,  Union  Local  22  6 


100  Continental  Airlines  Inc.,  Glen  Morse,  Senior  Director,  Industry  Affiars....6 
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101  Delta  Airlines,  John  Boatright,  Vice  President,  Properties  and  Facilities. .6 

1 02  Delta  Airlines,  David  Bushy,  Vice  President,  Flight  Operations  6 

1 03  East  Boston  Eagle  Hill  Association,  Debra  L.  Cave,  President  6 

1 04  East  Boston  Eagle  Hill  Association,  Debra  L.  Cave,  President  6 

1 05  East  Boston  Land  Use  Advisory  Council,  Robert  F.  Strelitz  6 

106  ELLIS  Neighborhood  Association,  Elizabeth  S.  Boveroux  6 

1 07  EMC  Corporation,  Richard  J  Egan,  Chairman  6 

1 08  Teamsters  Local  Union  379,  Paul  V.  Walsh  6 

109  Fidelity  Investments,  David  Weinstein,  Chief  of  Admin.  &  Govt.  Affairs  ...6 

1 1 0  Fitcorp,  Gary  T.  Klencheski,  President  and  CEO  6 

1 1 1  The  Franklin  Park  Coalition,  Martha  Karchere,  President  6 

112  Friends  of  Belle  Island  Marsh,  Gail  Miller,  Chair,  Conservation  Committee  ....6 

113  Greater  Boston  Chamber,  Paul  Guzzi,  President  and  CEO  6 

114  Greater  Boston  Chamber,  Paul  Guzzi,  President  and  CEO  6 

115  Gr.  Gardner  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Michael  F  Ellis,  President  &  CEO. .6 

1 1 6  Fuld  &  Company,  Michael  A.  Sandman,  Senior  Vice  President  6 

1 1 7  Green  Works,  John  T.  O'Conner,  President  6 

118  Thomas  A  Kershaw,  Hampshire  House  6 

119  Intn'l  Union  of  Operating  EngineersWilliam  P.  Ryan,  Business  Manager. 6 

120  Iron  Workers  District  Council  of  New  England,  Joseph  M.  Quilty,  Pres.. ..6 

121  Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association,  Karen  M.  Maddalena,  Chair.  ...6 

1 22  Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association,  Karen  M.  Maddalena,  Chair.  ...6 

123  Michael  J.  Haroz,  attorney  for  LaSalle  Hotel  Oper.  Partnership,  LP  6 

124  Logan  Airlines  Management  Council,  Charles  Ferrara,  President  6 

1 25  Logan  Airlines  Management  Council,  Cargo  Subcommittee,  Co-Chairs  ..6 

126  Manchester  Airport,  Alfred  Testa,  Jr.,  Airport  Director  6 

127  MA  Audubon  Society,  E.  Heidi  Roddis,  Environmental  Policy  Specialist..6 

128  MA  Business  Roundtable,  Nader  F.  Darehshori,  Chairman  6 

129  MA  Sierra  Club,  John  F.  Deacon,  Chair,  Greater  Boston  Group  6 

1 30  Mass  Insight,  State  of  the  State  Executive  Summary  6 

1 31  MASSPIRG,  Rob  Sargent,  Legislative  Director  6 

132  MJ  Research,  Inc.,  John  Finney,  President  6 

133  Nantucket  Island  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Maia  Gaillard,  Exec.  Director. 6 

134  Nantucket  Planning  &  Economic  Dev.  Comm.,  Alvin  S.  Topham  6 

1 35  Natl.  Assoc.  of  Industrial  and  Office  Properties, 

David  I.  Begetter,  Exec.  Director  6 

1 36  National  Association  of  Railroad  Passengers, 

Ross  B.  Capon,  Executive  Director  6 

1 37  Natl.  Association  of  State  Aviation  ERS  Officials,  William  E.  Gehman,  Chair.  6 

1 38  Natl.  Assxiation  of  State  Aviation  ERS  Officials,  William  E.  Gehman,  Chair.  6 

139  Neighborhood  Assoc.  of  the  Back  Bay,  Inc.,  Peter  Y.  Flynn,  V.  Chair  6 
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140  New  England  Council,  James  T.  Brett,  President  and  CEO  6 

141  New  England's  Economy  Depends  on  Logan,  Frank  Gibson  /  testimony.6 

142  New  England  Guatemalan  Alliance,  Ignacio  W.  Ochoa,  President  6 

143  Noise  Pollution  Clearing  House  6 

144  Nuestra,  CDC,  John  Mahoney  6 

145  Pilot  Block  Neighborhood  Association,  Cynthia  J.  Steil,  President  6 

146  PR!  Automation,  Wendy  Peters,  Travel  Manager  6 

147  Provincetown  Business  Guild,  Gary  Reinhart,  President  6 

148  Provincetown  AIDS  Support  Group,  Gary  Reinhart,  President  6 

149  Save  our  Heritage,  do  ADS  Ventures,  Inc.,  Chet  Atkins  6 

150  The  Seaport  Alliance  (SAND),  Steve  Hollinger  6 

151  Sherburne,  Powers,  Holland  &  Knight  Law  Offices,  Kenneth  P.  Brier  6 

152  Slade  Gorton  &  Co.,  Inc.,  Wally  Stevens,  President  6 

153  The  South  Boston  Environmental  Health  Watch  6 

154  Squantum  Community  Association,  Frank  Buckley,  President  6 

155  Swissotel,  Boston,  David  Gibbons,  General  Manager  6 

156  Tufts  Associates,  Charles  K  Tufts,  CLU,  ChFC  6 

157  US  Ainways,  Robert  A  Hazel,  Vice  President,  Properties  and  Facilities  ...6 

158  Winthrop  Chamber  of  Commerce  6 

Private  Citizens 

Boston 

159  Duane  Andrews,  RN  7 

160  John  Archibald  7 

161  David  A.  Banta  &  Caroline  E.  Coggeshall  7 

162  David  Bartol  7 

163  Claudia  Brede  7 

164  Jon  Burk  7 

165  Barry  B.  Corden  7 

166  Michael  Dukakis,  Northeastern  University,  Dept.  Of  Political  Science  7 

167  IrvEnglander  7 

168  Brian  Gallagher  7 

1 69  South  End  Resident  -  Nina  Garf  inkle  7 

170  S.KayGibbs  7 

171  Sterling  Giles  7 

1 72  Robert  and  Kathleen  Hathaway  7 

173  Ann  Hershfang  7 

174  Ann  Hershfang  7 

175  Christine  A.  OToole  7 
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176  Darryl  Pomicter  .„  ■  ..2... .  ...  .  .  r  .„^^^^^ 

177  Beverly  Sky  7 

178  John  Stewart  7 

179  Vincent  R.  Tino  7 

180  Mark  C.  Warren,  Esq  7  f 

181  Barbara  A.  White  7  1 

182  Robert  Wynne  7 

183  Edwlna  Yezierski  7 

184  Edwina  Yezierski  7 

185  V.Ferne  7 

186  Marine  Cotton  7 

186  John  P.  Kilroy,  Jr  7 

186  John  O'Connor  7 

186  Melissa  Sciter  7 

Brookline 

187  Mona  Thaler  7 

Cambridge 

1 88  Debra  Biba  and  Rob  Everts  7 

189  Brian  Culver  7 

190  John  G.  McKernan  7 

191  Ann  Rodney  7 

1 92  Fred  Salvucci,  MIT,  Department  of  Civil  Environmental  Engineering  7 

1 93  Fred  Salvucci,  MIT,  Department  of  Civil  Environmental  Engineering  7 

1 94  Margaret  Webster  7 

Charlestown 

1 95  Arthur  Krolman,  CFA,  President,  Krolman  Corporation  7 

Chelsea 

196  Elizabeth  A.  Aberg  7 

197  Peter  Alachi  7 

198  Monika  M.  Corneille  7 

199  Monika  M.  Corneille  7 

200  Louis  P.  DiSano  7 

201  Charlie  Ferguson,  Soldiers'  Home  7 

202  Charlie  Ferguson,  Soldiers'  Home  7 

203  Patricia  Grasso  7 
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204  Joseph  S.  Kowalcczyk  7 

205  Joseph  S.  Kowalcczyk  7 

206  Lungren  Management  Group,  Inc  7 

207  Elaine  McGrath  7 

208  Robert  D.  Morgese  7 

209  "Moses"  7 

210  "Moses"  7 

211  Mary  Jane  Quinn  7 

212  Mary  Jane  Quinn  7 

213  Mary  Quinn  7 

Cohasset 

214  Martha  Gjestby  7 

Dorchester 

215  Michael  P.  County  7 

216  Barbara  McDonough  7 

217  Karen  L  Rucker  7 

East  Boston 

21 8  Carolyn  and  Brent  Banulis  7 

219  Mary  C.  Berninger  7 

220  Christopher  Blackler  7 

221  Catherine  Brayden  7 

222  Charles  I.  Cann,  III  7 

223  Mrs  Carmela  D' Amore  7 

224  Miss  Edith  G.  DeAngelis  7 

225  Robert  A.  DeMayo  7 

226  Mary  Dreitlein  7 

227  Mary  Dreitlein  7 

228  Charles  &  Ann  Dulcetta  7 

229  Robert  Fleming  7 

230  Ethan  D.  Hoag  7 

231  M  Blossom  Hoag  7 

232  Roberta!.  Horn  7 

233  Susan  M.  Horn.....  8 

234  Craig  and  Linda  Jolliffe  8 

235  Dr.  and  Mrs.  Gilbert  R.  Lavoie  8 

236  Richard  C.  Lynds,  Esq  8 
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237  William  J.  Manning  8 

238  William  Manning  8 

239  Regina  M.  Marchi  8 

240  Regina  M.  Marchi  8 

241  Elizabeth  Mazzarini  8 

242  JimMcBride  8 

243  Francis  McHugh  8 

244  Christopher  J.  Morton  8 

245  Jean  Riesman  8 

246  Richard  Salini  8 

247  Mark  W.  Stettler  &  Cathryn  C.  Stettler  8 

248  Mark  W.  Stettler  8 

249  Charlene  Stevens  8 

250  Lauri  Webster  8 

251  Mary  Ellen  Welch  8 

Everett 

252  Olympia  Mastrocola  8 

Hingham 

253  Dr.  and  Mrs.  Robert  F.  Belknap  8 

254  Robert  F.  Belknap  MD  8 

255  Charles  &  Susan  Berry  8 

256  James  B.  Conroy  8 

257  Lynn  Conroy  8 

258  Edward  H.  D'Alelio  8 

259  Albert  J.  Engelhart  8 

260  Robert  R.  Green  8 

261  Harold  &  Lorraine  Lincoln  8 

262  Adrienne  F.  Richardson  8 

263  John  E.  Richardson  8 

264  Elliott  Schiffman  8 

265  Stephen  K.  Thress  8 

266  Bradford  S.  Tripp  and  Jane  L.  Tripp  8 

267  Catherine  Goldhammer  8 

267  Alice  Granahan  8 

267  Mary  Furlong  8 

267  Mike  Furlong  8 

267  Bridget  Marganelli  8 

267  John  Tardif  8 
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267  William  Falcetano  8 

268  James  T.  Norris  8 

268  Doris  M.Hogan  8 

Hull 

268  Kathleen  Fitzgerald  8 

269  Nancy  Brayton  8 

270  Madeleine  Carlson  8 

271  CorinneCase  8 

272  Lory  Newmyer  &  Steve  Cooper  8 

273  Pauline  DePari  8 

274  David  Foss  8 

275  Frank  and  Eileen  Furey  8 

276  Diana  Goode  8 

277  Mark  P.  Ingaciola  8 

278  Marjorie  Rilleau  Kallman  8 

279  Stephen  Lathrop  8 

280  Daniel  and  Jacqueline  Llewellyn  8 

281  Dr.  Jo  Loughnane  8 

282  Jeannette  MacDonald  8 

283  James  McCaffery  8 

284  Kimberly  Iris  Mills  8 

285  William  M.Reid  8 

286  Robert  Ridolfi  8 

287  JD  Russell  8 

288  Ann  M.  Rogers  8 

289  Lisa  J.  Scannell  8 

290  Franklyn  &  Barbara  Schafer  8 

291  SeanShanahan  8 

292  Gerard  J.  Sperry,  Sperry  Group  8 

293  E.  Vincent  Sullivan  8 

294  Geraldine  M.  Townsend  8 

295  William  E.  Townsend  8 

296  William  A.  Weiser  8 

297  Robert  Carney  &  Wanda  Willard  8 

298  Anonymous  8 
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Hyannis 

299  Robert  and  Katherine  Strojny  8 

Jamaica  Plain 

300  Cheryl  Balukonis  8 

301  Daniel  L.  Barnett  8 

302  Sarah  Buchmann  8 

303  Constance  R.  Cecil  8 

304  Peter  Clarke  8 

305  Nancy  Doherty  8 

306  JackDolan  8 

307  Marty  Epp  8 

308  Marty  (Martha)  Epp  &  Judy  K.  Mencher  8 

309  Donald  H.  Eunson  8 

310  Magdalena  Fernandez  8 

311  Gerard  M.  Finch  8 

31 2  Jacqueline  Gambarini  8 
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LETTER  159 


Duane  Andrews,  RN 
85  Appleton  Street  #4 
Boston,  MA  02116 
617-236-4890 

Arthur  Pugsley 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Attn.  MEPA  Office  , 

Apnl  15,  1999 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley, 

How  Runway  1432  will  harm  my  neighborhood: 

ffoH.  /  A./fev^  Mas,port  is  using  unfair  and  misUading  tactics  to  gain  support: 

F     ucu  ror  mose  desinng  more  information.  The  commercial  was  distressing 


these  delays  are  ™  Boston  tounsm  and  business.  In  my  opimon, 

minutes  (hardly  a  ma^r  Lcole^en^TA ,  .'f '""^'""^  <'='^>'^  "f '^^^  '5  .  rfl  n 
be  expenenced  Ugry^ZTo  "  ""^  ™'  ""'^  ''^'^^^  ""^^  59.3 

boas,      it  is  locatXt^  5  ^nute  cab  ride  rr"" "l"" """^  ^» 
downtown  business  district  In  ml.?  h  ?  ™°'"^  '"''^y  ""^^  heart  of  the 

anexpenswe,4rirride;:rreTuVe:d:fo'^^^^^^ 
Please  consider  what  I  have  written.  Please  stop  Runway  1432. 


Sincerely, 
jane  H.  Andrews,  RN 
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Duane  Andrews,  RN 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

159.1 

Noise 

Impacts 

My  neighborhood  vi'Al  be  significantly  harmed  by  the  increased 
noise  and  pollution  that  will  result  if  Massport  is  allowed  to  go 
fonward  with  Runway  14/32  plans. 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in  substantial 
noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would  enable  the  air 
traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the  PRAS  goals  and 
decrease  the  population  that  is  most  severely  affected.  For 
example,  implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce 
the  population  affected  by  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater 
than  70  dB  by  four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  by 
67  percent  with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39 
percent  with  the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the 
population  exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater 
than  65  dB  by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for 
these  three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  62-12  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

159.2 

Environmental 
Review  Process 

Public  Process 

Massports  television  ads  give...  the  false  impression  that 
Boston  would  not  be  adversely  affected.  No  mention  was 
made  of  the  fact  that  the  new  ainwa/s  collateral  effects  would 
allow  more  intense  use  of  the  other  existing  runways,  and 
would  in  fact,  per  Massports  own  projections,  double  or  even 
triple  the  number  of  flights  over  various  neighborhoods  in 
Boston. 

Massport  did  not  sponsor  television,  radio,  or  newspaper 
advertisements. 

Projected  changes  in  flight  patterns  and  associated  noise  shifts 
are  consistent  with  the  PRAS  goals,  which  were  studied  and 
approved  by  the  community  when  established.  Activity  increases 
over  certain  communities  are  offset  by  activity  reductions  over 
other  severely  impacted  communities  and  by  activity  increases 
over  water. 

Letter  159:  Duane  Andrews,  RN 
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Code 
159.3 


Topic  1 

Delay 


Topic  2 

Model 


Comment 


Massport  overstates  the  levels  of  delay  that  occur  at  Logan. 


Response 

Refer  to  Section  4.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  on  the  estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays. 
Chapter  1  and  Appendix  C  include  a  description  of  FAA  and 
U.S.  DOT  delay  measures  and  their  limitations,  an  explanation  of 
computer  models  for  estimating  flight  delays,  and  historical  data 
on  delays  at  Logan  Airport  and  other  major  United  States  airports. 
The  methodology  used  for  the  Airside  Project  includes  the  effects 
of  constraints  at  Logan  Airport,  and  produces  lower  delay 
estimates  than  FAA  modeling.  The  FAA  approved  all  the  models, 
which  have  been  validated  in  previously  published  studies  of 
Logan  Airport. 

The  FAA  Technical  Center  was  responsible  for  the  capacity  and 
delay  results  in  the  1992  FAA  Capacity  Enhancement  Report  for 
Logan  Airport  that  concluded  the  need  for  Runway  14/32, 
reduced  minimums  and  taxiway  improvements.  The  Technical 
Center  simulated  Logan  Airport  airfield  operations  with  the  RDSItVI 
model  and  estimated  that  when  activity  reached 
504,000  annual  operations,  total  delay  would  exceed 
260,000  hours  per  year.  The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
forecasts  delays  to  inaease  to  157,500  hours  per  year  when 
annual  operations  reach  510,000  with  the  29M  Low  Fleet 
scenano.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  compares  the  FAA 
Technical  Center  delay  estimates  in  1992  with  those  of  the 
Logan  Airside  Project  estimates.  The  FAA  has  concluded  that  the 
Airside  delays  represent  "a  plausible  and  consen/ative 
estimate...." 

The  FAA  consistently  rates  Logan  Airport  as  one  of  the  most 
delay  prone  airports  in  the  United  States  Logan  Airport" s 
estimated  annual  delay  hours  are  over  five  times  the  FAA's 
20,000-hour  threshold  for  a  severely  delayed  airport. 


Letter  159:  Duane  Andrews,  RN 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


LETTER  160 


40  Union  Park 
Boston,  MA  021 18 
April  12,  1999 


Mr.  John  Rodman,  Assistant  Secretary 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  AiTairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 


Subject:  New  Runway  at  Logan  Airport 
Dear  Mr.  Rodman; 

I'm  sending  you  this  written  testimony  since  I  was  unable  to  attend  the  public 
hearings  last  week.  ^ 

The  South  End  section  of  Boston  is  adversely  affected  by  airplane  noise  I  have 
lived  here  over  seven  years  and  this  year  the  noise  level  has  increased  dramatically  It 

p^oflhe  nTgh^    ^  ^^^"^  ^^'"^  ^""^  ''^"'^"^'^  ^""^"^  ^""^ ^"'^ 

If  the  new  runway  is  built  the  number  of  flights  over  the  South  End  and  Roxbury 

"^ll^tZlu'V"^'"-  become  unbearable.  The  South  End  is  a  landmaric 

distnct  with  just  as  much  histonc  value  as  Concord  and  Uxbndge.  It  is  an  area  that  is 
undergoing  an  economic  rebirth.  S.milady,  the  Washington  Street  "Main  Street"  and 
Roxbury  are  both  bemg  redeveloped.  But  mnning  a  stream  of  low  flymg  planes  over 
laluesTwdl''"'  "^'g^borhoods,  and  damage  propeny 

Eventually  the  new  runway  will  permit  Massport  to  increase  air  traffic  levels  over 
ALL  areas  of  the  city.  It  .s  time  to  put  a  stop  to  this  continual  expansion,  especially  smce 
Masspon  has  no  clear  plan  for  the  ftiture.  Alternative  forms  of  transportation  (espec  I  ly 
trams)  need  to  be  developed  and  other  airports  promoted  in  order  to  £ep  LoganTom  ' 
growing  like  a  cancer  and  destroying  the  city. 

I  ask  the  MEPA  to  not  approve  the  new  runway  at  Logan  Airport. 

Sincerely, 
^ — " 

John  Archibald 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  160 
John  Archibald 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


160.1 


Noise 


Impacts 


...Washington  Street  "Main  Street"  and  Roxbury  are  both 
being  redeveloped.  But  running  a  stream  of  low  flying 
planes  over  these  areas  is  going  to  ruin  the  quality  of  life 
in  our  neighborhoods,  and  damage  property  values  as 
well. 


160.2 


Regional 
Transportation 


Passenger 

Rail/Regional 

Airports 


Altemalives  forms  of  transportation  (especially  trains) 
need  to  be  developed  and  other  airports  promoted  in 
order  to  keep  Logan  from  growing  like  a  cancer  and 
destroying  the  city. 


Response 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  the  population-affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-12  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester  airports.  Massport  has  long  recognized  that 
service  development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these 
airports  are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-term 
strategy  to  accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growth. 
Massport  has  actively  encouraged  the  development  of 
regional  airports  and  use  of  other  options,  including 
high-speed  rail  to  Logan  Airport's  largest  market.  New  York. 
Regional  service  was  examined  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Airside 
Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  This 
analysis  supports  the  conclusion  that  greater  use  of  the 
regional  airports  will  provide  passengers  within  the  service 
area  of  such  airports  with  a  viable  alternative  to 
Logan  Airport.  Since  demand  within  Logan  Airport's  primary 
service  area  will  remain  strong,  the  improvements  at  other 
regional  airports  will  not  eliminate  the  need  for  airside 
projects  at  Logan  Airport. 


Letter  160:  John  Archibald 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


David  A.  Banta  &  Caroline  E.  Coggeshall 

158  West  Canton  Street 
Boston,  MA  02118 
(617)236-4637 


March  30.  1999 


LETTER  161 


Governor  Paul  Cellucci 

The  State  House 

Office  of  the  Governor,  Room  360 

Boston,  MA  02133 

Dear  Governor  Cellucci, 

Massport's  proposal  to  build  Runway  14/32  is  a  slap  in  the  face  of  all  of  Boston's 
neiqhtx)rhoods  arxj  citizens.  This  runway  will  add  capacity  and  inflict  heavy  noise  on  the 
majority  of  the  city's  inner  neighborhoods,  including  East  Boston,  Chariestown,  South 
Boston,  Beacon  Hill,  Back  Bay,  Roxbury,  Jamaica  Plain  as  well  as  our  own  South  End 
community. 

For  the  past  nineteen  years,  we  have  lived  and  raised  our  family  in  the  South  End. 
committed  to  the  many  benefits  of  being  part  of  a  diverse,  caring  inner  city  community. 
Over  the  last  several  years,  our  neighborhood  has  increasingly  been  on  the  flight  path,  ] 
which  sends  ear-deafening  jets  every  couple  of  minutes  over  our  home.  As  It  currently 
stands,  pilots  often  do  not  obey  the  noise  abatement  "corridor",  and  I  was  at  a  recent 
meeting  where  Massport  and  the  FAA  admitted  that  there  is  no  way  to  enforce  this 
conidor.  If  Runway  14/32  goes  through,  that  traffic,  and  the  noise  pollution  associated  with  it. 
will  triple. 

Massport  claims  that  Runway  14/32  will  help  reduce  delays  at  Logan.  Yet  they  also  admit 
that  the  proposed  runway  is  a  short-term  solution,  and  that  delays  will  retum  to  their  current 
levels  by  2005,  while  the  increase  in  noise  pollution  will  be  with  us,  the  people  of  the  City 
of  Boston,  forever.  What,  we  ask.  will  be  proposed  in  2005? 

It  appears  that  Massport  seeks  to  pit  the  Boston  communities  against  each  other,  yet 
clearly  this  is  a  regional  problem  that  demands  regional  solutions.  Massport  and  the  State 
Administration  must  look  seriously  at  tjetter  utilizing  existing  airports  in  Providence. 
Worcester  and  Manchester,  as  well  as  Hanscom  Field.  Cleariy,  Boston  needs  a  viable 
secondary  airport  that  many  American  cities  enjoy. 

A  long-time  South  Ender  recently  remarked  "If  there  was  ever  a  time  for  the  people  of 
Boston  to  stand  up  and  shout,  then  this  is  that  momenf.  As  our  Governor,  you  are  in  a 
position  to  help  Boston's  neighborhoods  by  opposing  Runway  14/32.  We  hope  that  we, 
the  people  of  Boston,  can  count  on  you. 

Sincerely, 


David  A.  Banta 
cc:  Peter  Blute,^ 


rudy  Cox& 


Caroline  E.  Coggeshall 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  161 
David  A.  Banta  and 
Caroline  E.  Coggeshall 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 

Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 

161.1    ^  General  Comment  noted. 

;  Opposition 


Letter  161:  David  A.  Banta  and  Caroline  E.  Coggeshall 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


LETTER 


David  Bartol 
15  Dartmouth  Place  #3 
Boston,  MA  021 16 
Febmary  16.  1999 


MEPA  Office 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 


Dear  Sir  or  Madam. 


sometimes  impossible  to  hei  anTndi^rS^nvT^^^  "^"f^^"      customarily  open,  if s 

with  a  fan  or  air  conditioner  mnnkia  w^en^^^^^^  ^''^'"^         '       ^  sleep 

to  drownK)ut  the  cacorh^nous  nSom  ?h/i^^  "T^'^f^'  ^     ^  P^^*^«  "^^^^  "o'se' 
experienced  indoorsi  Outdoorses  ev^^r^^^^^  Jl^^^'^J^'^      ''"^"^^  ^«  P^blem 
and  I  suppose  I  am  resiane^to  it  hol^^^^^^  ^^''^^'^S  ^'^^^^^    bad  enough 

completelyunacc^pLble  '  *°  ^^^^^  ^       ^"^^V.  "14-32'  is  ^ 


Yours  Truly. 


David  Bartol 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  162 
David  Bartol 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code     Topici  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


162.1    I  General 
i  Opposition 


I  asl<  you  to  take  wliatever  action  possible  to  permanently  Comment  noted, 
stop  the  constmction  of  Runway  14/32! 


Letter  162:  David  Bartol 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


CiaudaBrede 
ISBtadnwoodStreeill. 

Boston.  MAO?n  5 


Arthur  Pugsley  LETTER  1  63 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affaire 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 
ATTN:  MEPA  Office 

ScAfMrt  LogM^  exprnioa  plans;  EIS  Boston,  April  20^  1999 

Dear  Arthur  Pugsley, 

Impact  Statement  (EIS).  ^         ^  expansKJn  plans  and  Masspoffs  Environmental 

In  addition  to  this  letter  I  ,^ld  like  to  mention  following: 
LOGAN'S  IMPACT  ON  BOSTON- 

South  End/Back  Bay  ne.ghborhood  ^  approximately  every  30  seconds  the 

FAILINGS  of  MASSPORTS  NOISE  ABATEMENT  OFFICE 

^^^;^re^^o:?i;r^:s  - 

ans>^  the  phone  ^"^siions  and  complaints  or  I  haven't  received  my  complaint  report  or  nobody 

^     f^^f^'^e  an  airport  IS  a  bearable  burden- are  notaa^^ 

.n  most  countnes  airports  have  been  moved  outside  Of  the  cities 

oSi^SLt'sll'^^^'n^n^^^^  °^  '^""^y  ^^2.  Massport  also  needs  to  investigate 

a  world  class,  people  fnendly  area  Please  d^tS^L"^^^^^  are  a  major  factor  in  Boston's  reputation  as 
hard  to  achieve.  ^  Massport  to  destroy  what  the  Bostonians  have  worked  so 


Sincere! 


Claudia 
enc.  4 


Claudia  Brede 
15  Blackwood  Street  #4 
Boston,  MA  021 15 


SENT  TO: 

Senator  Edward  M.  Kennedy 
Senator  John  F.  Kerry 
Congressman  John  Joseph  Moakley 
Congressman  Michaei  Capuano 
Senator  Dianne  Wilkerson 
Senator  Stephen  F.  Lynch 
Representative  Byron  Rushing 


Representative  Gloria  L.  Fox 
Representative  Salvatore  F.  DiMasi 
Governor  Paul  Cellucd 
Mayor  Thomas  M.  Menino 
Coundtor  James  M.  Kefly 
Coundtor  Thomas  Keane 


March  1999 

Dear 

C^lr'^i^^ZTlZ'^r'^t  "^"""""^^  ^ndominium  next  ,o  the  South-Wes. 

Since  men  we  suSer  from  Zc^'onJL^T^^lT  '^''^^  ""'^  n«ghbort,ood,  but 

on  Runway  27.  This  is  haS^'a  le«^  ',hiT     "  ^'^"^  "^^^"'"^  "-ogan  Ainx,rt 

(normally  a  good  an<^1ona  ISSL^^t^f  °"'  ""^  "^'^^^^ 

y   uooQ  ana  long  sleeper)  wakes  up  every  morning  between  6.00  and  7.00  am. 

etirS'pe"'*^^'rJ^^^to^„%^r^^^ 

needed  to  reduS  dete^a     ai^^^J^TZ:^""*^  ^"'^2,  which  they  daim  is 

!:^"a7a&";:;?thS^^     '°  'fr'  """^"^  *  "^-p'"''^ 

'!!'^!\o?nV^Jnj!  '"7°"''         ^°  construction  of  Runway  14/32  Massport 

woried  so  hart  To  acWeT  '°  '"^  l^^ve 

Sincerely, 


Claudia  Brede 


 ^rcZ^TJc^C^  ittsaACHusKPTs  port  aothority 

V  Voif  AbatcMzit  Offic* 

Bo«ton-Log«n  Intamational  Airport 
'S^"}S?>3>'?  Bo»ton,  lOL  02128-2042 

Aircraft  Disturbance  Report 


Person  Raportlzig  Disturbazic«: 


Mr .     Claudia  Brede 
15  Blackwood  St. 
Boston,  MA  02115 


Talaphona: 


11:07  on  03  Aug  9R  to 
11:07  on  03  Aug  98 


0  deg 
5500  Ft 


Wind  Sp«ed: 
Visibility: 


6  Knots 
10.0  Miles 


Wind  Oirectlon- 
Calling: 

Rmnyavg  in  Umm-. 

Arrivals :  27  -  22L 

X)*p«rturas:        22R  -  22L 

Coaplalnt  Dayerlption:  Last  Saturday  at  6:15  am  the  planes  w^^^ 
ir^ls'Z'  """"^^  intervals.    It  was  the  same  situation  tod^y 

Ts  getti^'worL^^^d^t^rsi^.^^  ^^^^^^^  '^^^^^  ''"'^ 

^o^^  ''f^T  You  are  affected  by  departures 

^^co^p^Tf  th^rc^^^^^^^^  ^-^^^^^  -c-s 

Massport;  Repon-wr:     Noise  Abatement  Office 
fland  Copy:  Yes 


FAA  Boston  Tower  Chief 


IMSXCHDSBTTS  PORT  AUTHORITY 
Hoi«e  AbatvMnt  Office 
Boaton-Logaa  lataxaational  Airport 
KMt  Bo«toa,  lA  02128-2042 

Aircraft  Disturbance  Report  ^t)-!!?,^ 

Per«oa  Reporting  Diaturbaaca: 

Mr.     Claudia    Brede  «  ,  ^ 

15  Blackwood  St.  Telephone: 

Boston,  MA  02115 


14:45  on  28  Jul  98  to 
14:46  on  28  Jul  98 


Condi tiona 


Wind  Direction: 
Ceiling: 


200  deg 
4000  Ft 


Rmnrave  in  0»e 


Wind  Speed: 
Vieibility: 


16  Knots 
9.0  Miles 


Arrivmle: 
Departures : 


27  -  22L 
22R  -  22L 


was  no  problem.     Sster-^rbe^:^:;  9  rTif^'lf"^'^"  ^'^^^ 

flew  overhead.     The  noisTwafcts  ^T^l  *™  *  ^"^^^  P^^e 

«  noise  wakes  my  daughter  up  in  the  morning 

has  been  noti.fed  o.  ?our  co^c^rnr^-y^l^^^^^^^^ 
Maegport  Repmur:     Noise  Abatement  Office 


iaSSACBI7aXTTa,PORT  JkZTTBORZTr 
Noia«  Abatamant  Office 
Boston-Iiogan  latamatlonal  Airport 
East  Bo«toa,  UA  02128-2042 

Aircraft  Disturbance  Report 
Paraoa  Haporting  Diaturbaaca : 


15  BlacJcwood  St. 
Boston,  MA  02115 


Piaturhanra  Omi^m  mr.^  »n^^.  10:21  on  29  Sep  98  to 

10:21  on  29  Sep  98 

Conditi'^g  : 

C^iS"""*'''^  ?.nn?  5  Knots 

Calling.  25000  Ft  Visibility:         lO.O  Miles 

Riinwayg  in  Uaa- 

Arrival*:  33L  -  33R 

Daparturaa:        27  -  33L 

Coaplaint  De^qr^pMoT):    There  is  plane  noise  at  6  am.    Why  are  thev 

tW  ^""^^  ^^^^'^   turning.      It  would  not  be  as  bad  if 

they  flew  straight.  This  is  a  residential  area.  There  is  a  nla^e 
every  30  seconds.     It  is  not  like  this  at  other  maTor  airports 

Masapcrt  Raport  of  ^^va■tlcp.^^  .  you  are  affected  H^t- 
f^^^^^^^  northerly  winds^^^cf  a^un^:^ 

occurred  ^t  2:30 Tm  '^^^  ^  ^^^^  configuration 

Maaaport  Raport.ftr:     Noise  Abatement  Office 
Sand  Copy:  yes 


PAA  Boston  Tower  Chief 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  163 
Claudia  Brede 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 

163.1  Alternatives 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Response 


Runway  14/32 


163.2  Noise 


...Runway  14/32  will  cause...  a  300%  increase  in  airplane 
traffic  over  our  home,  bringing  witfi  it  increased  noise  and 
air  pollution.  Not  to  forget  the  possible  damage  to  the  very 
old  buildings  due  to  shaking  vibration  and  sound  waves. 
Not  to  mention  the  disastrous  consequences,  if  a  plane 
crashes  in  to  our  neighborhood. 


Impacts  As  the  noise  levels  are  already  unacceptable,  any 

increase  will  cause  a  serious  deterioration  in  the  quality  of 
life  in  our  neighborhood  as  well  as  in  a  decrease  of  the 
value  of  our  homes. 


163.3  Alternatives 


Peak  Period  Massport  needs  to  investigate  alternatives  such  as  peak 
Pricing  hour  pricing . 


The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
Airside  Project,  consistent  with  established  federal  and  state 
scoping  directives.  Appropriate  mitigation  associated  with  the 
Airside  Project  has  also  been  established.  Massport  has 
programs  in  place  to  reduce  the  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  Logan  Airport  as  a  whole.  These  initiatives 
are  described  in  the  Logan  Airport  ESPR  and  its  updates. 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-12  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  contain  an  analysis  of  PPP  as  a  demand 
management  alternative  at  Logan  Airport.  PPP  is  not 
recommended  for  implementation  at  this  time  because  airiine 
overscheduling  is  not  a  major  contributor  to  current  delays  at 
Logan  Airport.  However,  as  a  mitigation  measure,  Massport 
has  proposed  to  implement  a  Peak  Period  Monitoring  System 
to  determine  if  airline  overscheduling  is  emerging  based  on 
future  growth  in  aircraft  operations.  Massport  believes  that 
initiation  of  this  monitoring  program  will  provide  the  necessary 
market  signals  to  encourage  carriers  to  make  efficient  use  of 
available  facilities  at  Logan  Airport.  Should  the 
monitoring  program  indicate  that  overscheduling  conditions 
are  likely  to  develop,  Massport  has  developed  an  action  plan 
as  described  in  Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR, 
designed  to  address  overscheduling  conditions  at  Logan 
Airport. 


Letter  163:  Claudia  Brede 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

Regional  Regional  Massport  needs  to  investigate  alternatives  such  as  the 

Transportation     Airports  use  of  regional  airports,  such  as  Massport  owned  Hansom 

Airport  in  Bedford,  before  adding  to  our  burden. 


163.4 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR,  specifically  considered  the  role  of  Hanscom  Field 
in  the  analysis  of  regional  alternatives.  Hanscom  Field,  which 
sen/es  as  a  general  aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport, 
already  accommodates  a  significant  number  of  aircraft 
operations  (183,000  operations  in  1998).  The  Hanscom  Field 
activity  includes  private,  business,  charter,  and  air  taxi 
operations  that  might  otherwise  use  Logan  Airport.  Since  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  was  filed.  Shuttle  America,  a 
newly  founded  airline,  began  commercial  scheduled 
operations  at  Hanscom  Field,  offering  limited  turboprop 
services  to  short-haul  regional  markets  -  Trenton,  Buffalo, 
Hartford  (discontinued),  Wilmington,  Delaware  (discontinued), 
and  Greensboro.  Shuttle  America  is  also  conducting 
operations  between  Hanscom  and 
New  York  LaGuardia  Airport.  While  Massport  supports 
commercial  service  at  Hanscom  Field  consistent  with  its 
established  limits  (60  seat  regulation),  Massport  believes  that 
Hanscom  Field  will  maintain  its  role  as  a  major  general 
aviation  reliever,  and  that  its  geographic  proximity  to  Logan, 
Worcester  Regional  and  Manchester  airports  will  prevent  its 
development  as  a  significant  commercial  airport.  Additionally, 
commuter  airlines  sen/ing  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely  to  move 
a  significant  number  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to 
Hanscom  Field,  since  approximately  50  percent  of 
passengers  on  Logan  Airport's  commuter  flights  connect  to 
other  Logan  Airport  flights  and  a  significant  number  of 
passengers  are  travelling  to  Boston.  However,  any  new 
commercial  service  initiatives  proposed  for  Hanscom  Field 
shall  be  reviewed  for  consistency  with  the  Hanscom  GEIR 
(HGEIR)  and  its  Annual  Updates,  and  shall  be  considered  by 
the  Hanscom  Area  Town  Selectmen  (HATS).  Refer  to 
Section  2.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion 
of  Hanscom  Field. 


Letter  163:  Claudia  Brede 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


LETTER  164 

4/20/99 

Arthur  Puglsley 

Executive  office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston  MA  02202 
Attn:  MEPA  office 


AM.  The  noise  do6sn"rme^ram  th»2„  '      ^"^^^^^^  early,  around  6 

pedestrians  ^Ik^g  bi  l^^nl  oT  Wks  S    ^""""""''^  ^' 

from  neartjy  Logs^aiLTf^°^^^   ft    "'^  "^^ "^^^  "P'  '"^'^^d,  it  is  planes 

BoTtonTfZrThe  mosfobvt''"''  P'^""'"9  3°"*  into 

include  me  ug^      obsolete  ^^sn.^^^^^^^     ,^  "'^"'"^        ^^'^ '»  °"'=ider 

located  Logan  Airoort  Now  tnstt^^^^^^^        ""^ P'^'"  "S'*-  ^">'  3"''  *e  badly 

becoming  obsoVSd  shlid     rt^n^?  ^f^^^  "  Logan  is  also 

Band-Aid  on  wrnofsy  festeri^o  "  ^""^  "^^""^  '°  t'^'""  ^ 

nightmare  for  the  area  resS  Tsouth  w  ^ 

certainly  not  going  to  imoravp  Jfriri  i  "  '^^"'^"'^      '  '"^^  "'s 

Mayor  Menino  Se  short  tahted  r^^  "  Unlike 

With  solutions  Cremedy  ti  svmll Z  i"  ?''f '     '^''"''^  '^^de 

South  End  residents  we  w^LffeTrfioTe  '  P™"^"'^' 

wro^Jfos-'ofTas^Ldt^'n?"^"^  "       ^  ^'«P "9ht  direction,  "righting  the 

Tdly^lanned  past  an^he^  ^"'f"  '^"^  ' 

with  TV  advertisfng  or  steamroS  IT''  °'  ">''"9  *°  ^e"" 

proposino  a  new  ™  ,t  If  ,t        ^  expans'on  through  the  legislature  By 

th7p°ogrLs  ve7ear.ha,T^^^  t^^'  '^^V  have 

meansLving  ciurlgfand^sLo  one^^  ^"^  P'^""«^='-  This 

a  lA^uiage  ana  nsKing  one  s  political  career  to  effectively  plan. 


Jon  Buri< 

26  Worcester  Street 
Boston  02118 


Cc  Byron  Rushing 
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Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  164 
Jon  Burk 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


164.1    :  Noise 


Impacts 


if  South  End  residents  don't  like  the  noise  now,  if  s 
certainly  not  going  to  improve  once  Logan  expands  and 
installs  a  new  runway. 


Response 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-12  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  164:  Jon  Burk 

Private  Citizens;  Boston 


LETTER  165 


April  20,  1999 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley 
Attn:  MEPA  Office 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affaire 
100  Cambridge  St. 
Boston, 
MA  02202 

Re:  Proposed  Expansion  of  Logan  Airport 
Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 


acicnowledge  or  remedy  the  adverse  ,n,pac.  U,gan  has  on      s^oLd  "gTo2un„y. 
IT^T^^""  '^"""^'^  ^"P^'O"    based  on  the  anticipation  of  increased 

fVr^  rV  H  ,  ."^^  ^PO"  tas  indicated  new  runway  is  oiJy  a  short 
tem,  remedy.  I  believe  the  following  issues  need  to  be  addressed  pnor  to  approval 

•  Massport  must  present  a  master  plan  for  comprehensive  review.  It  is  ridiculous  to 
approve  aijpott  expansion  on  a  case-by.case  basis.  Masspott  claim  t^at  fte  n^w 
runway  will  only  be  unidirectional.  Is  this  restricted  use  embedded  in  tfie  Ions  tem, 
plan,  or  IS  the  unidirectionality  of  the  runway  a  temporary  cond^S,^  MEPA  mu™ 
demand  a  full  review  of  Massport's  long-term  ainmt  expansion  strate^ 

*  Fortx^SfTh^V"      T        '  ^"""^        '»      f^-^ilines  etTectively 
tils  w;  "h,^„™'  "  P«'^-Pricing  strucmre  to  shift  ttaffic  to  off-peak 
times.  Surroundmg  airports  are  operated  far  below  capacity  Massport  dismissed 
aUernatives  ,„  expansion  as  "unworkable",  which  only'tugSe™Tbe 

X  11.^"  ^"""' -^"^^  expamion  umiecessaiy.  MEPA 
r„r„rt  „f  ?  r^nMe  alternatives  prioT^o  the 

approval  of  Logan  eipansioD. 

'  J^^l°nnrZ^''^"'''^"''°"'"''"P^''""^'^"''^^^^  Thus 
Massport  proposes  to  increase  pollution  in  neighboring  communities  I  ootwse  thS' 
additiorva  pollution  for  personal  reasons.  I  livfunder  Logan  flighrand  suffer  from 
frequent  loud  je,  engine  noise.  I  shudder  to  imagine  what^mplintL  f:!.;"!:;^^ 


flight  mil  do.  MEPA  must  cap,  at  the  current  level,  the  amount  of  noise,  and 

Krt  J^k^r^  r'"'*""'     implementing  this  Massport  proposal.  TT,u5 

r«^^^PA  T  T'u  '^'^  "    «f«<«en<.  For  this 

reason,  MEPA  must  apply  a  higher  standard  for  permit  approval  for  entiti^ 
such  as  Massport  ,i,h  a  poor  record  of  cmplianc^or  comTnTtJ  Ztions 


Cordially, 


Barry  B.  Corden 

1 19  Pembroke  St.  #3 

Boston, 

MA  02118 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  165 
Barry  B.  Corden 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 


165.1    :  Alternatives 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Runway  14/32     Massport  claims  that  the  new  runway  will  only  be 

unidirectional.  Is  this  restricted  use  embedded  in  the  long- 
i  temi  plan,  or  is  the  unidirectionality  of  the  runway  a 
;  temporary  condition? 


1652  Altematives 


Preferred  MEPA  should  demand  a  full  review  of  Massporfslong-temi 

Altematives         airport  expansion  strategy. 


Response 

The  Runway  14/32  concept  under  review  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  allows  unidirectional  operations  only  (i.e.,  all 
aircraft  arrivals  would  occur  over  Boston  Harbor  to  the 
Runway  32  approach  and  all  departures  would  initiate  from 
the  Runway  14  heading  out  over  Boston  Harbor).  State 
approval  under  MEPA  and  federal  approval  under  NEPA  will 
allow  Runway  14/32  to  proceed  only  on  a  basis  consistent 
with  the  stated  unidirectional  limitations.  Consistent  with  any 
such  approvals,  Massport  will  light  and  stripe  Runway  14/32 
to  accommodate  unidirectional  operations  only. 

Furthermore,  the  location  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  involves 
physical  limitations  that  reinforce  the 
unidirectional  requirements  of  that  improvement  concept.  The 
Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center,  which  is  174  feet  high,  is 
within  1,300  feet  of  the  Runway  14.  The  location  of  the 
Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center  invades  applicable 
FAA  approach  surface  glide  slope  requirements,  thereby 
precluding  arrivals  from  the  west  to  the  Runway  14.  Another 
factor  limiting  westerly  operations  on  Runway  14/32  is  the 
lack  of  available  facilities  to  allow  aircraft  to  taxi  to  the 
Runway  32. 

The  unidirectional  limitations  of  Runway  14/32  allow 
maximum  use  of  over-water  operations  and  thereby  limit 
operational  impacts  over  residential  areas.  To  stnctly 
reinforce  these  important  environmental  benefits,  Massport 
has  designated  the  intended  unidirectional  limitation  on 
Runway  14/32  as  a  mitigation  measure.  We  anticipate  that 
any  state  and  federal  approvals  will  also  strictly  reinforce  the 
unidirectional  limitations  intended  for  Runway  14/32. 


The  improvement  concepts  evaluated  in  the  Airside  Project  Analysis 
evolved  from  prior  studies  including  the  FAA's  Logan  Capacity 
Enliancement  Plan  (October  1 992);  the  Logan  Runway  Incursion 
Mitigation  PlanfT axiway  Relocation  Study  (December  1 993);  the 
Logan  Final  GEIR  (July  1 993);  and  the  Logm  Airside  Impiwements 
Feasibility  Study,  Phase  1  Report,  published  in  July  1995.  The  FAA 
evaluated  a  numerous  physical,  operational,  and  administrative 
concepts  for  reducing  Logan  Airport  delays  in  its  Boston  Logan 
International  Airport  Capacity  Enhancement  Plan.  The  FAA 
recommended  several  improvement  concepts,  including 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32,  for  further  study.  These  improvement 
concepts,  as  well  as  concepts  from  other  studies,  were  individually 
examined  by  Massport  in  the  Logan  Airside  Feasibility  Study, 
published  in  July  1995.  Based  on  the  Feasibility  study,  some 
concepts  were  rejected  and  the  most  promising  concepts  were 
combined  into  the  /\ltematives  considered  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR.  The  altematives  analysis  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR  is  consistent  with  state  and  federal  scoping  directives  for 
the  Airside  Project.  The  results  of  the  Airside  analysis  indicate  that 
altematives  that  include  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  provide  the 
most  benefit  in  temis  of  delay  reduction  and  ability  to  achieve  PRAS 
goals. 


Letter  165:  Barry  B.  Corden 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


165.3 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

MEPA 

MEPA  should  require  Massport  to  exhaust  all  reasonable 
alternatives  prior  to  the  approval  of  Logan  expansion 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  165.2. 

165.4 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

mepa 

1 

1 

MEPA  must  cap,  at  the  current  level,  the  amount  of  noise, 
and  other  relevant  pollutants,  created  by  Logan  activities. 
Thus,  Logan  could  expand  as  technological  advances  in 
pollution/noise  reduction  are  implemented  by  airlines 

The  Airside  Project  will  not  change  Logan  Airport's  airfield 
capacity  of  approximately  120  aircraft  operations  per  hour. 
Regarding  caps  on  airport  operations,  federal  constitutional 
provisions  (preemption,  commerce  clauses,  equal  protection), 
federal  aviation  statutes  and  regulations,  and  contractual 
provisions  related  to  covenants  in  connection  with  the  Federal 
Airport  Improvement  Program  grants  which  Massport 
receives,  restrict  Massport's  ability  to  control  the  number  of 
aircraft  operations  at  Logan  Airport.  Massport  has  undertaken 
a  comprehensive  mitigation  program,  such  as  Logan 
Airport  Noise  Rules,  for  those  areas  that  fall  within  its  powers 
as  proprietor  of  Logan  Airport,  which  are  not  preempted 
under  federal  law. 

165.5 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

MEPA 

MEPA  must  apply  a  higher  standard  for  permit  approval 
for  entities  such  as  Massport  with  a  poor  record  of 
compliance  or  community  relations. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  165;  Banry  B.  Corden 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


FAX 


TO: 


Pho< 

LCC;  \ 


mm 


LETTER  166 

t  Number  of  psoes  Incfr^Hjng  cover  s/7ee^i 


FROM: 


Northeastern  Univer^ 
Department  of  Political  Science 
303  Meserve  HalJ 
Boston,  MA  02115 


Phone  617-373-2796 
^^£Il£f!^___617-373-531 1 


^epfyASAP      U  Pfease  Comment 


I  thought  Fred  Salvucci  and  I  had  buried  the  plan  for  a  new  runway  at 
Logan  Airport  forever  back  in  the  1980s. 

Unfortunately,  like  the  Phoenix,  it's  back—  and  this  time  it  makes 
even  less  sense  that  it  did  ten  years  ago. 

Why?  Because  it  is  a  very  short  term  solution  to  what  is  a  long  term 
problem  ihat  won't  be  solved  by  putting  another  runway  in  Boston  Harbor. 
That  problem  £an  be  solved  by  using  three  important  tools  that  are  now 
available  to  us. 

The  first  is  Amtrak's  new  high  speed  Acela  e;>cpress  service  that 
.  begins  this  fall—  ten  trains  a  day  between  Boston  and  Washington  that  will 
carry  thousands  of  former  shuttle  sufferers  quickly  and  easily  from  Boston 
to  New  York  in  three  hours,  downtown  to  downtown.  No  more  metal 
detectors.  No  more  fuming  at  delays  in  the  airport  and  on  the  runway.  No 
more  thirty  dollar,  one  hour  cab  rides  from  LaGuardia  into  downtown  New 
York. 

And  if  you  happen  to  live  west,  south  or  north  of  Boston,  you  can 
forget  about  fighting  your  way  through  the  tunnels  to  Logan  and  a  sixteen 


dollar  a  day  parking  tab.  A  new  Amtrak  station  with  two  thousand  parking 
spaces  will  be  waiting  for  you  at  Route  128. 

The  second  is  not  one,  not  two,  but  three  regional  airports,  each 
located  close  to  an  older  urban  community  that  wants  and  needs  growth. 
Manchester,  Worcester  and  Providence  are  all  conveniently  located  within 
easy  driving  or  rail  commuting  distance  of  thousands  of  Logan  users  who 
can  be  better  served  by  these  airports.  Providence  is  already  connected  to 
Boston  by  road  and  rail,  and  a  new  station  stop  at  Green  Airport  will  be  just 
minutes  by  a  moving  sidewalk  from  the  terminal.  The  Massachusetts 
Turnpike  Authority  should  get  cracking  on  a  spur  from  the  turnpike  to  the 
Worcester  Airport,  which  is  just  a  few  minutes  shuttle  ride  from  the 
magnificently  restored  Worcester  railroad  station.  New  Hampshire  already 
plans  to  build  a  new  highway  cormection  to  the  Manchester  Airport,  and  it 
wouldn't  take  much  to  extend  existing  commuter  rail  lines  there  as  well. 

Finally,  some  simple  management  steps  at  Logan  would  open  up  even 
more  capacity  for  the  longer  flights  that  Logan  is  uniquely  equipped  to 
provide.  We  tried  one-  peak  pricing-  in  the  1980's  with  spectacular 
success.  In  fact,  Logan  went  almost  overnight  from  18th  to  2nd  among  the 
nation's  major  airports  in  on-time  performance.  Unfortunately,  the  small 


plane  lobby  went  to  work  on  the  Reagan  Administration,  and  we  were 

ordered  to  revoke  our  landing  fee  plan.  But  rhere  is  absolutely  no  reason 
why  small  puddle  jumpers  should  be  taking  up  valuable  airspace  during 
some  of  Logan's  busiest  hours.  Peak  pricing  requires  them  to  adjust  around 
those  hours,  and  there  are  plenty  of  smaller  airports  in  addition  to 
Manchester,  Worcester,  and  Providence  that  can  accommodate  them  as 
well. 

Mayor  Menino  had  the  good  sense  to  call  for  a  blue  ribbon 
commission  on  the  subject.  I  have  what  I  think  might  be  an  even  better 
idea.  Governor  Cellucci  should  call  a  summit  meeting  of  his  fellow 
governors  from  New  Hampshire  and  Rhode  Island  and  the  mayors  of  the 
four  key  cities  that  are  involved.  They  should  each  bring  their  top 
transportation  planners  with  them.  Stan  Bagley,  a  Massachusetts  native  and 
the  very  capable  chief  of  Amtrak's  Northeast  division,  should  join  them.  In 
a  matter  of  months  they  could  put  together  a  plan  that  would  dwarf  the 
piddling  contribution  that  a  new  runway  would  make  to  the  problem. 

Then  we  could  bury  this  misbegotten  proposal  once  and  for  all  with 
appropriate  ceremonies  and  pronounce  a  final  benediction  over  it. 

Rest  in  peace. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  166 
Michael  Dukakis, 
Nortlieastern  University 
Dept.  of  Political  Science 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

166.1 

Alternatives 

Preferred 
Alternative 

...  it  is  a  very  short  term  solution  to  what  is  a  long  term 
problem ... 

Based  on  simulation  modeling,  Logan  Airport  experienced 
120,000  hours  of  runway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions 
are  taken,  runway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as  high 
as  333,000  hours  under  a  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  The 
Preferred  Altemative  produces  immediate  and  long-term 
benefits  by  lowering  runway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had 
been  in  place  in  1998,  and  by  as  much  as  94,000  hours  in  the 
future  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  Because  of  the  impact  of 
the  regional  alternatives,  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario  is  not 
expected  to  be  achieved  until  2015.  The  sooner  airside 
efficiencies  are  implemented;  the  more  benefits  will  accrue 
over  time.  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows 
that  delay  reduction  benefits  increase  over  time  as  traffic 
levels  increase. 

166.2 

Regional 
Transportation 

Passenger  Rail 

...  problem  can  be  solved  by  using  three  important  tools 
that  are  now  available  to  us.  The  first  is  Amtrak's  new  high 
speed  Acela  express  service... 

Massport's  analysis  of  regional  alternatives  is  comprehensive 
and  reflects  all  the  major  recommendations  of  various 
regional  planning  studies  that  have  been  conducted  over  the 
last  decade.  These  include  expansion  of  the  regional  airports 
and  development  of  high-speed  rail  in  the  Boston-New  York 
market. 

166.3 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

The  second  is  not  one,  not  two,  but  three  regional  airports 
...  Manchester,  Worcester  and  Providence... 

Since  1990,  there  have  been  several  studies  that  have 
recommended  regional  initiatives  to  improve  the  efficiency  of 
the  region's  inter-city  transportation  network.  These  studies 
reflect  the  cooperation  of  federal,  state  and 
local  transportation  agencies  and  stakeholders.  Section  2.1  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  summarizes  relevant  regional 
planning  studies  and  their  conclusions.  All  studies  have 
concluded  that  the  Proposed  Runway  14/32  and  the  other 
airside  improvement  projects  at  Logan  Airport,  along  with 
increased  use  of  the  regional  airports,  including 
T.F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester  and  Worcester  Regional  1 
airports,  and  high-speed  rail  services,  are  all  necessary  for  1 
accommodating  the  region's  future  inter-city  air  travel  j 
demand.  Refer  to  discussion  of  the  role  of  regional  ! 
altematives  and  steps  Massport  has  taken  to  foster  increased  ; 
use  of  these  alternatives  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR,  i 

Letter  166:  Michael  Dukakis,  Northeastern  University,  Dept.  of  Political  Science 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


\  166.4 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

Some  simple  management  steps  at  Logan  would  open  up 
even  more  capacity  for  the  longer  flights  that  Logan  is 
uniquely  equipped  to  provide.  We  tried  one— peak 
pricing— in  the  1980's  with  spectacular  success.  In  fact, 
Logan  went  almost  overnight  fromlS'"  to  2"^  among  the 
nation's  major  airports  in  on-time  performance. 
Unfortunately,  the  small  plane  lobby  went  to  work  on  the 
Reagan  Administration,  and  we  were  ordered  to  revoke 
our  landing  fee  plan. 

Massport's  analysis  of  regional  alternatives  is  comprehensive 
and  reflects  all  the  major  recommendations  of  various 
regional  planning  studies  that  have  been  conducted  over  the 
last  decade.  These  include  expansion  of  the  regional  airports 
and  development  of  high-speed  rail  in  the  Boston-New  York 
market. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  contain  an  analysis  of  PPP  as  a  demand 
management  alternative  at  Logan  Airport.  PPP  is  not 
recommended  for  implementation  at  this  time  because  airline 
overscheduling  is  not  a  major  contributor  to  current  delays  at 
Logan  Airport.  However,  as  a  mitigation  measure,  Massport 
has  proposed  to  implement  a  Peak  Period  Monitoring  System 
to  determine  if  airline  overscheduling  is  emerging  based  on 
future  growth  in  aircraft  operations.  Massport  believes  that 
initiation  of  this  monitoring  program  will  provide  the  necessary 
market  signals  to  encourage  earners  to  make  efficient  use  of 
available  facilities  at  Logan  Airport.  Should  the 
monitoring  program  indicate  that  overscheduling  conditions 
are  likely  to  develop,  Massport  has  developed  an  action  plan 
as  described  in  Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR, 
designed  to  address  overscheduling  conditions  at  Logan 
Airport. 

166.5 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

Blue  Ribbon 
Panel 

Governor  Cellucci  should  call  a  summit  meeting  of  his 
fellow  govemors  from  New  Hampshire  and  Rhode  Island 
and  the  mayors  of  the  four  key  cities  that  are  involved. ... 
In  a  matter  of  months  they  could  put  together  a  plan  that 
would  dwarf  the  piddling  contribution  that  a  new  runway 
would  make  to  the  problem. 

In  November  1999,  Massport  and  Governor  Cellucci 
co-sponsored  a  Regional  Transportation  Summit  of  the 
New  England  Governors  and  transportation  officials.  The 
Summit  focused  on  joint  marketing  among  the  New  England 
commercial  service  airports  and  the  joint  promotion  of  rail  and 
road  initiatives  that  will  foster  an  efficient  and  balanced 
regional  transportation  system.  A  second  summit  was  held  in 
December  2000.  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  comprehensive  discussion  of  Massport" s 
regional  transportation  planning  initiatives. 

Letter  166:  f^/lichael  Dukakis,  Northeastern  University,  Dept.  of  Political  Science 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Irv  Englander 


1 3 1  West  Concord  Street  Rhone:  (6 1 7)  267-02W 
Boston  MA  021 18 


LETTER  167 

Thursday,  22  April,  1999 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston  MA  02202 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley, 

As  a  resident  of  Boston's  South  End  for  more  than  25  years.  I  must  register  my 
strong  opposition  to  the  Massport  runway  expansion  plan.  I  am  not  qualified  to  speak  for 
other  sections  of  the  city,  but  I  believe  I  can  accurately  state  that  the  plan  will  negatively 
affect  the  quality  of  life  in  the  South  End,  Roxbury,  and  Jamaica  Plain  so  severely  as  to 
undo  much  of  the  growth  and  economic  gain  accomplished  in  the  recent  past. 

1  live  approximately  three  miles  from  the  end  of  nmway  27.  Although  my  house  is 
more  than  'A  mile  from  the  center  of  the  designated  takeoff  path,  airplanes  take  off 
directly  over  my  house  frequently.  At  their  worst,  a  not  uncommon  occurrence 
unfortimately,  planes  take  off  every  45  seconds.  Peak  noise  levels  in  excess  of  90  db  are 
common,  and  I  have  personally  measured  many  planes  with  peak  sound  levels  in  excess 
of  105  db.  The  roar  of  jet  planes  is  particularly  onerous.  The  roar  of  an  individual  plane 
can  often  be  heard  for  two  minutes  (with  additional  reinforcement  every  45  seconds!). 
When  airplanes  are  flying  overhead  it  is  virtually  impossible  to  sleep,  carry  on 
conversation,  or  even  watch  TV.  Six  A.M.  is  a  busy  time,  so  morning  sleep  is  out  of  the 
question.  If  runway  27  is  also  in  use  the  previous  evening,  airplanes  will  take  off  until 
midnight,  and  occasionally  even  later,  limiting  the  total  number  of  hours  of  sleep  to  six  or 
less. 

Massport  acknowledges  that  the  runway  plan  will  triple  the  number  of  airplanes 
passing  over  our  houses,  which  is  itself  well  beyond  acceptability,  but  I  have  good  reason 
to  believe  that  the  noise  effects  will  more  than  triple.  In  my  experience  and  measure- 
ments made  over  the  years.  smaU  planes  do  not  generate  either  the  level  of  noise  nor  the 
pervasive  roaring  type  of  noise  created  by  the  larger  jets.  If  the  smaller  planes  are 
diverted  to  the  new  runway  and  the  number  of  planes  over  our  neighborhood  tripled,  the 
noise  increase  will  far  exceed  the  level  of  noise  suggested  by  Massport.  The  number  of 
nights  for  which  more  than  six  hours  of  sleep  is  possible  wiU  obviously  decline 
substantially. 


Massport  has  clearly  pulled  out  aU  of  their  guns  to  win  approval  for  the  expansion 
plan.  After  being  chastised  for  attempting  to  spend  public  money  on  advertising,  it  has 
persuaded  business  leaders  to  finance  fuU  page  ads  in  favor  of  its  plan.  It  has  attempted  to 
pit  neighborhood  groups  against  each  other,  and  it  has  attempted  to  paint  those  opposed 
to  the  expansion  as  anti-business.  I  am  hardly  anti-business:  I  teach  in  a  business 
department  at  Bentley  College,  and  consult  to  business.  I  understand  the  need  for 
efficient  airport  access  and  operation.  However,  that  need  must  not  be  allowed  to  take 
absolute  precedence  over  a  reasonable  quality  of  life  for  the  citizens  of  Boston. 

There  have  been  many  days  in  which  the  airplane  noise  has  tempted  me  to  give  up 
the  many  years  of  effort  I  put  into  buUding  my  home  and  improving  my  neighborhood.  If 
the  noise  increases  even  as  much  as  Massport  admits,  I  fear  that  I  will  no  longer  be  able 
to  remain  in  my  home.  Many  of  my  neighbors  have  expressed  the  same  opinion:  that, 
with  great  reluctance,  they  will  fmd  it  necessary  to  abandon  the  city  in  favor  of  sleep  and 
quality  of  life. 

This  situation  must  be  weighed  fairly  in  tradeoff  with  the  needs  of  business  and 
other  travelers  to  Boston.  With  the  political  climate  strongly  in  favor  of  Massport,  it 
seems  that  the  state  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  and  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  are  the  only  ones  who  are  in  a  position  to  protect  the  interests  of  the 
citizens  of  Boston,  and  that  the  intense  noise  pollution  proposed  with  its  accompanying 
deterioration  of  the  quality  of  life  is  a  serious  and  reasonable  concern  to  be  addressed  by 
these  offices. 

As  a  footnote,  I  might  add  that  it  is  difficult  for  me  not  to  be  skeptical  of  any 
claims  or  promises  that  Massport  makes.  After  working  on  a  committee  of  FAA, 
Massport  representatives,  commercial  pilots,  scientific  analysts,  and  citizens  for  ten 
years  to  establish  a  reasonable  takeoff  pattern  for  runway  27,  airplanes  using  runway  27 
still  do  not  adhere  to  the  rvmway  pattern  developed.  Although  Massport  claims  that  the 
pilots  are  unable  to  fly  the  pattern  accurately,  commercial  pilots  that  I  have  met  have  told 
me  that  the  pattern  is  perfectly  reasonable,  but  that  the  control  tower  makes  virtually  no 
effort  to  enforce  the  pattern.  Use  of  the  developed  pattern  would  provide  substantial  noise 
relief  for  the  community,  but  Massport  appears  to  have  little  concern  for  anything  but  its 
own  interests;  its  promises  ring  hollow  to  me. 

Sincerely  yours,  /  ^ 


Cc:  State  Rep.Byron  Rushing 
U.S.  Rep.  Michael  Capuano 
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\ 

U.  S.  Rep.  J.  Joseph  Moakley 
Mayor  Thomas  Menino 
City  Council  Pres.  Jim  Kelly 
Editorial  Room,  Boston  Globe 
Editorial  Room,  Boston  Herald 
Anastasia  Lyman,  Rim  way  27  Coalition 
Editorial  Room,  South  End  News 

J.  DeVillars,  Regional  Administrator,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Jane  Garvey,  U.  S.  Federal  Aviation  Agency 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Letter  167 
Irv  Engiander 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

167.1 

Noise 

Impacts 

Massport  acknowledges  that  the  runway  plan  will  triple  the 
number  of  airplanes  passing  over...  [The  South  End] 
which  is  itself  well  beyond  acceptability,  but  1  have  good 
reason  to  believe  that  the  noise  effects  will  more  than 
triple.  In  my  expenence  and  measurements  made  over 
the  years,  small  planes  do  not  generate  either  the  level  of 
noise  nor  the  pervasive  roaring  type  of  noise  created  by 
the  larger  jets.  If  the  smaller  planes  are  diverted  to  the 
new  runway  and  the  number  of  planes  over...  [The  South 
End]  tripled,  the  noise  increase  will  far  exceed  the  level  of 
noise  suggested  by  Massport. 

Massport  and  the  FAA  stand  by  the  estimates  in  this 
documenL 

167.2 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delay 

1  understand  the  need  for  efficient  airport  access  and 
operation.  However,  that  need  must  not  be  allowed  to 
take  absolute  precedence  over  a  reasonable  quality  of  life 
for  citizens  of  Boston. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
Airside  Project,  consistent  with  established  federal  and  state 
scoping  directives.  Appropriate  mitigation  associated  with  the 
Airside  Project  has  also  been  established.  Massport  has 
programs  in  place  to  reduce  the  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  Logan  Airport  as  a  whole.  These  initiatives 
are  described  in  the  Logan  Airport  ESPR  and  its  updates. 

167.3 

Noise 

Runway  Use 

Although  H/lassport  claims  that  the  pilots  are  unable  to  fly 
the  [Runway  27]  pattern  accurately,  commercial  pilots  that 
1  have  met  have  told  me  that  the  pattern  is  perfectly 
reasonable,  but  that  the  control  tower  makes  virtually  no 
effort  to  enforce  the  pattem.  Use  of  the  developed  pattern 
would  provide  substantial  noise  relief  for  the  community. 

Since  the  new  departure  procedure  was  implemented  in 
accordance  with  the  Runway  27  EIS,  Massport  and  the  FAA 
have  been  monitoring  and  analyzing  aircraft  flight  track  data 
for  compliance  and  to  determine  the  need  for  changes  to 
achieve  the  objectives.  Pilots  are  responsible  for  knowing  and 
complying  with  noise  abatement  procedures  unless  othenwise 
instnjcted.  As  more  aircraft  are  equipped  with  GPS 
navigation,  compliance  should  improve. 

Letter  167:  Irv  Engiander 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


LETTER  168 


March  23,  1999 


Bob  Durand,  Secretary 
EOEA,  Attn:  MEPA  Office 
Arthur  Pugsley,   EOEA  #10458 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20*^^  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

RE :    Draft  Logan  Airside  Improvements  (a/k/a  Runway  14/32)  eoea  #10458 
Dear  Mr.  Durand: 

1.  I  am  OPPOSED  to  Runway  14/32  as  any  benefits  of  same 
are  strongly  outweighed  by  the  resulting  adverse  health, 
environmental,   and  economic  costs  on  myself,  my  neighbors  and 
other  metropolitan  area  residents. 

2.  As  a  homeowner  residing  adjacent  to  Franklin  Park,  I 
am  already  negatively  impacted  by  Logan  Airport's  overflights 
resulting  in  loss  of  sleep,   irritability,   loss  of  use/enjoyment 
of  my  yard  and  garden,  concerns  re  pollutants  and  health 
impacts,   and  diminishment  of  enjoyment  of  public  spaces  such  as 
Franklin  Park  and  the  Arnold  Arboretum. 

3.  Runway  14/32  will  further  increase  the  adverse  health, 
environmental,  economic,  and  quality  of  life  impacts  on  myself 
and  my  neighbors  from  these  overflights.     It  will  also 
negatively  impact  area  children's  health  and  learning  as  the 
planes  are- clearly  audible  within,   for  example,  English  High 
School  where  I  attended  Massport's  informational  meeting  on  this 
matter . 

4.  Massport  should  be  required  to  withdraw  this  proposal 
and  perform  a  comprehensive  study,   includi.'^g,   analysis  of  the 
health,   environmental,  and  economic  costs  on  the  affected 
communities,   using  current  data,   and  including  maximum 
utilization  of  other  pre-existing  regional  airfields. 


Address:     11  Stedman  Street,  #1 

Boston,  HA  02130 
Phone:  (617)  982-3542 
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Letter  168 
Brian  Gallagher 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

168.1 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

1  am  opposed  to  Runway  14/32  as  any  benefit  of  same 
are  strongly  outweighed  by  the  resulting  adverse  health, 
environmental,  and  economic  costs.... 

;  The  available  public  health  studies  for  communities  adjacent 
;  to  Logan  Airport  were  reviewed  and  are  presented  in 
;  Section  6,8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Public  health 
1  status  reports  were  available  for  the  City  of  Boston;  however, 
1  comparable  public  health  reports  were  not  available  from  the 
1  Public  Health  Departments  of  Chelsea,  Revere,  and 
1  Winthrop.  A  review  of  the  available  information  did  not 
{  indicate  any  causal  relationship  based  on  proximity  to  the 
i  airport,  nor  did  it  identify  hearing  loss  as  a  public  health 
i  concern. 

168.2 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

Runway  14/32  will  further  increase  the  adverse  health, 
environmental,  economic,  and  quality  of  life  impacts 

;  Refer  to  response  to  Comment  168.1.  Refer  to  Chapter  6  of 

the  Supplemental  Draft  EIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of 
i  environmental  impacts  of  the  Preferred  Alternative.  i 

Letter  168:  Brian  Gallagher 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topici  Topic  2  Comment  Response 

Massport  should  be  required  to  withdraw  this  proposal        In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
and  perform  a  comprehensive  study,  including,  analysis  of    EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft 
the  health,  environmental,  and  economic  costs  on  the         EIS  to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
affected  communities,  using  current  data,  and  including       input  from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the 
maximum  utilization  of  other  pre-existing  regional  airfields.    FAA's  direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed 

by  the  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  i\/lassachusetts  and 
three  were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston. 
;  Under  the  direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the 
SDEIS  Panel  convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at 
least  monthly  with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A 
total  of  12  meetings  were  held.  To  provide  the  appropriate 
background,  the  SDEIS  Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR, 
answers  to  key  letters  written  by  members  of  the  public, 
concerned  agencies  and  public  officials  responding  to  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a  series  of  15  visual  and 
I  written  presentations  from  the  Project's  technical  consulting 
I  team  and  other  independent  industry  experts. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that  "...the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this 
^  project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 

Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act...".  Refer  to  the 
■  Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 

Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester  airports.  Massport  has  long  recognized  that 
sen/ice  development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these 
airports  are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-term 
strategy  to  accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growth. 
Massport  has  actively  encouraged  the  development  of 
regional  airports  and  use  of  other  options,  including 
;  high-speed  rail  to  Logan  Airport's  largest  market.  New  York. 
;  Regional  semce  was  examined  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Airside 
[  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  This 
:  analysis  supports  the  conclusion  that  greater  use  of  the 

regional  airports  will  provide  passengers  within  the  sen^ice 
:  area  of  such  airports  with  a  viable  alternative  to 
:  Logan  Airport.  Since  demand  within  Logan  Airport's  primary 
;  service  area  will  remain  strong,  the  improvements  at  other 
regional  airports  will  not  eliminate  the  need  for  airside 
projects  at  Logan  Airport. 


168.3      Environmental  MEPA 
;  Review 
i  Process 


Letter  168:  Brian  Gallagher 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


LETTER  169 


Arthur  Pugsley 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
1 00  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  0--2202 
Attn:  MEPA  Office 

April  20,  1999 


Dear  Mr.  Pugsley, 

I'm  writing  to  register  my  opposition  to  Massporfs  Runway  14/32  (airport  expan- 
sion) project.  What  concerns  me  most  is  how  this  will  impact  the  city  I  love  so 
much.  The  size  of  this  city  is  what  drew  me  here  from  New  Yori<.  With  an 
increase  in  air  traffic  we  will  loose  the  very  thina  that  makes  this  citv  so  livable. 
And  all  this  for  convention  attendees  wno  aon'i  even  live  here?  Wno  Ocueiy  leave 
their  hotel?  Let  them  go  to  NYC  if  they  want  a  crowded,  dirty,  noisy  location  for 
their  meeting.  If  they  want  a  walkable,  livable  city  to  enjoy  during  their  stay  then 
they  will  come  here  and  put  up  with  a  few  delays  (but  as  you  know  there  are 
delays  at  the  largest  airports). 

I  would  secondly  oppose  the  proiect  because  it  could  triple  th^  numbf^r  of  fliahts 
over  the  South  End  which  not  onlv  is  mv  home  but  is  one  of  the  mo«;t  dasicahie 
neiahborhooris  in  Boston.  Increased  flights  will  most  definitely  have  an  impact  on 
this,  and  the  general  quality  of  life  we  enjoy  here  in  this  city.  Personally,  I'm  will- 
ing to  give  up  any  financial  gain  in  order  to  maintain  the  quality  of  life  I  enjoy 


Boston's  advantage  is  if  s  manageable  size,  The  fact  that  one  can  walk  around 
easily  and  actually  "experience"  the  city  while  you  are  visiting  -  even  if  only  for  a 
short  time.  We  offer  water,  shopping,  history,  gardens  and  architecture  all  within 
a  short  distance;  in  a  city  that  seems  the  size  of  a  large  village. ...and  we  need  to 
preserve  this. 

1  hope  for  your  support  on  this  matter, 
Sincerely, 


here. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  169 
Nina  Garfinkle 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 


169.1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Response 


General 
:  Opposition 

169.2    I  Alternatives 


Preferred  ...project ...  could  triple  the  nunnber  of  flights  over  the 

Alternative       :  South  End  which  not  only  is  my  home  but  is  one  of  the 
most  desirable  neighborhoods  in  Boston.... 


Comment  noted. 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Altemative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-12  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  169:  Nina  Garfinkle 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


cc: 

Bcc:  Arthur  Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 

From:  "Sandra  Gibbs"  <sk:gibbs®worldnet .  att . net>  LETTER  170 

.•reject:  comments  on  Logan  airside  improvements  Draft  EIS 

"^Ne:  Wednesday,   April  21,   1999  14:53:37  EDT 

ach:  MEPA  letter-SKG-Gen.doc  •  • 

Certify:  N 

Priority:  Normal 


Defer  until: 
Expires : 
Forwarded  by: 


Attached  please  find  my  comments  on  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority's  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  its  airside  Improvements  Planning  Project. 
I  would  ask  that  you  reject  their  proposal. 


LETTER  170 


61  RUTLAND  STREET 
BOSTON,  MA  02118 

April  22,  1999 

Robert  Durand,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  St. 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Att:  MEPA  Office/Arthur  Pugsley 

Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

I  am  writing  to  give  my  comments  on  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority's  Logan  Airport  Airside 
Improvements  Planning  Project  Draft  Environment  Impact  Statement. 

I  am  a  34  year  resident  of  the  South  End  of  Boston,  directly  under  the  flight  path  of  Runway  27, 
which  is  slated  to  see  an  increase  of  as  much  as  three  times  the  current  air  traffic  under  which  we 
suffer  today.  The  neighborhood  in  which  I  live  is  a  multi-ethnic,  multi-economic  and  multi- 
generational  one. 

It  is  my  strong  feeling  that  Massport's  DEIS  does  not  make  a  credible  case  for  its  project  and 
should  be  rejected  for  the  following  reasons: 

1.  It  will  impose  an  unacceptable  noise  burden  upon  my  community  without  any 
commensunitc  benefit  cither  to  Logan  Airport  or  to  the  citizens  of  the  Commonwealth. 

The  EIS,  as  1  read  it.  argues  a  narrow  case  for  construction  of  a  new  runway  and  taxi  way 
without  examining  in  appropriate  detail  how  these  construction  projects  will  adversely  affect 
the  surrounding  impacted  communities.  The  EIS  similarly  fails  to  evaluate  the  effect  of  the 
increased  demand  which  will  be  generated  by  the  proposed  construction  project  on  its 
terminal  facilities,  baggage  handling,  parking  capacity,  public  transportation  and  road  access 
at  the  airport. 

2.  The  project,  h\  Massport's  own  account  in  the  DEIS,  will  generate,  at  best,  limited, 
dubious  and  short  term  benefits  for  the  traveling  public  while  imposing  onerous  and 
permanent  noise  and  pollution  burdens  on  Massport's  neighbors. 

3.  Massport  has  failed  to  perform  any  outreach  to  impacted  non-English-speaking  Latino 

residents  in  in\  community.  There  is  a  large  commimity  here,  several  thousand  residents  in 
the  development  of  Inquilinos  Boricuas  En  Accion,  who  will  be  severely  and  adversely 
impacted  b\'  this  proposed  runway  construction  project.  Several  hundred  more  are  low- 
income  tenaius  of  ihe  Boston  Housing  Authority.  Massport's  failure  to  attempt  any 


education  of  the  non-English  speaking  population,  coupled  with  their  refusal  to  meet  with 
other  members  of  the  South  End  community  seems  in  direct  violation  of  the  standards  set 
forth  in  President  Clinton's  Environmental  Justice  Executive  Order  promulgated  early  in  his 

administration.  .  , 

4.  Massport^s  paid  advertising  campaign,  during  the  public  comment  period,  is  an 
outrageous  violation  of  the  spirit  of  the  environmental  laws  with  which  Massport  has  to 
comply  in  order  to  receive  approval  for  this  project.  That  it  would  engage  in  such  a 
blatant  attempt  to  influence  the  environmental  process  by  purveying  false  and  misleading 
information  about  the  purposes  and  results  of  this  complex  project  should,  in  itself,  be 
viewed  as  grounds  to  reject  the  DEIS.  If  left  to  stand,  it  will  make  a  mockery  of  the 
environmental  proce    itself.  Many  more  people  will  have  heard  the  false  claims  in  the  TV 
and  radio  adv  ertising  tian  will  have  had  access  to  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  That 
Massport  refused  to  hold  educational  meetings  in  many  communities  and  failed  to  provide 
any  inforniaiion  in  the  Spanish  language  while  engaging  in  deceptive  advertising  should  be 
severely  sanctioned.  The  appropriate  sanction  is  requiring  withdrawal  of  the  DEIS.  In  no 
event  should  Massport,  or  a  group  calling  itself  Citizens  for  Efficient  Regional 
Transportation,  be  allowed  to  submit  to  MEPA  any  results  from  an  alleged  "survey"  being 
conducted  in  conjunction  with  this  campaign.  The  "survey"  is  completely  biased  and  uses 
invalid  polling  methods  to  come  up  with  a  result  predestined  to  favor  the  project. 

5.  Massport's  a.s.sertions  about  delay  are  questionable  at  best.  The  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee  to  Massport  (CAC)  has  determined  that  Massport  failed  to  use  readily  available 
data  on  dela\  from  the  FAA  to  support  its  representations  about  the  severity  of  the  problem  at 
Logan.  My  coinniuniiy's  representative  on  that  body  has  convinced  me  that  there  is  no  basis 
for  Masspon  s  assertions  about  the  new  nmway  as  a  tool  for  delay  reduction  at  the  airport. 
To  the  contrai  \ .  it  appears  that  the  delay  situation  will  worsen  within  5  years  or  less  while 
Logan  will  lui\  c  subjected  its  neighbors  to  an  envirormiental  nightmare  of  noise  and 
pollution.  Ai  ilie  least,  the  DEIS  should  be  withdrawn  and  Massport  should  be  required  to 
compute  acuial  dela>  data  for  Logan  airport. 

6.  The  EIS  m;iUcs  short  shrift  of  logical  solutions  to  congestion  and  delay  at  the  airport 
such  as  Peak  Hour  Pricing  and  regional  alternatives  such  as  Massport-owned  Hanscom 

.  Field. 

In  short.  Mosspun  v  Drali  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  fatallv  deficient.  It  should  be 
rejected  or  wiiluliaw  n  from  consideration  by  the  EOEA.  A  new  study  should  be  required  based 
on  a  broader  scone  and  a  higher  standard  for  community  education  and  input.  Thank  you  for 
your  consideraiion. 

Very  truly  yours. 


S.  Kay  Gibbs 
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Letter  170 
S.  Kay  Gibbs 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code 

170.1 


Topic  1 

Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Preferred 
Alternatives 


Comment 


Response 


It  will  impose  an  unacceptable  noise  burden  upon  my 
community  without  any  commensurate  benefit  eitfier  to 
Logan  Airport  or  to  the  citizens  of  the  Commonwealth. 


170.2 


Environmental  Impacts 
Justice 


Massport  has  failed  to  perform  any  outreach  to  impacted 
non-English-speaking  Latino  residents  in  my  community. 


170.3 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Public  Process 


Massport's  paid  advertising  campaign,  during  the  public 
comment  period,  is  an  outrageous  violation  of  the  spirit  of 
the  environmental  laws  with  which  Massport  has  to 
comply  in  order  to  receive  approval  for  this  project. 


Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  the  population.affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenano,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenahos,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-7  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Massport  has  involved  the  Hispanic  community  in 
public  review  of  the  Airside  Project.  Copies  of  the  Airside 
Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  were  distributed  to  the  Chelsea  Human 
Services  Collaborative,  the  Centro  Hispano  de  Chelsea,  and 
the  Chelsea  Commission  on  Hispanic  Affairs.  Consistent  with 
FAA  policy  of  providing  translation  on  request,  a  Spanish- 
language  interpreter  was  present  at  a  meeting  on 
February  23,  1 999  with  the  Latin  Amencan  Planning  and 
Development  Group.  Massport  also  held  a  public  hearing  on 
March  3,  1999  with  the  Chelsea  City  Council  at  which  over 
one  hundred  citizens  had  the  opportunity  to  provide  comment 
to  Massport  officials  following  a  presentation  of  the  Proposed 
Project. 

Massport  did  not  sponsor  television,  radio,  or  newspaper 
advertisements  for  the  Airside  Project.  Since  the  initial 
scoping,  FAA  and  Massport  have  established  a  dialogue  with 
the  Airside  Review  Committee  (ARC),  community  leaders  and 
the  public  through  hearings,  briefings,  and  circulation  of 
over  700  copies  of  the  DEIS/EIR  ior  comment.  At 
public  meetings  and  at  the  request  of 
interested  community  members,  Massport  has  provided  the 
public  access  to  information  about  the  Airside  Project  and 
its  associated  social  and  environmental  effects.  Between 
1995  and  1999,  Massport  held  16  meetings  with  the  ARC,  an 
additional  15  meetings  with  just  the  CAC,  and  several 
meetings  with  the  CAC  consultants.  In  addition,  Massport 
made  29  presentations  to  elected  officials,  most  of  whom 
represent  Logan  Airport's  neighbonng  communities,  and 
Massport  held  45  meetings  with  community  and  business 
leaders,  reaching  an  audience  of  more  than  3,000  people. 
During  the  public  comment  period  on  the  DEIS/EIR.  the  FAA 
held  two  public  heanngs. 


Letter  170:  S.Kay  Gibbs 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


i 


Code     Topic  1 


170.4   i  Delay 


Topic  2 

Model 


Comment 


170.5 


Massport's  assertions  about  delay  are  questionable  at 
best. 


Alternatives 


Peak  Period 
Pricing 


The  EIS  makes  short  shrift  of  logical  solutions  to 
congestion  and  delay  at  the  airport  such  as  Peak  Hour 
Pricing. 


170.6 


Regional 
Transportation 


Regional 
Airports 


The  EIS  makes  short  shrift  of  logical  solutions  to  congestion 
and  delay  at  the  airport  such  as  regional  alternatives  such  as 
Massport-owned  Hanscom  Field. 


Response 


Refer  to  Section  4.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  on  the  estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays. 
Chapter  1  and  Appendix  C  include  a  description  of  FAA  and 
U.S.  DOT  delay  measures  and  their  limitations,  an 
explanation  of  computer  models  for  estimating  flight  delays, 
and  historical  data  on  delays  at  Logan  Airport  and  other  major 
United  States  airports.  The  methodology  used  for  the 
Airside  Project  Includes  the  effects  of  constraints  at 
Logan  Airport,  and  produces  lower  delay  estimates  than  FAA 
modeling.  The  FAA  approved  all  the  models,  which  have 
been  validated  In  previously  published  studies  of 
Logan  Airport. 


The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  contain  an  analysis  of  PPP  as  a 
demand  management  alternative  at  Logan  Airport.  The 
analysis  indicates  that  PPP  is  an  effective  option  when 
airlines  schedule  beyond  the  normal  hourly  operating 
capacity  of  the  airport.  PPP  Is  not  recommended  for 
implementation  at  this  time  because  airline  overscheduling  is 
not  a  major  contributor  to  current  delays  at  Logan  Airport. 
However,  as  a  mitigation  measure,  Massport  has  proposed  to 
Implement  a  Peak  Period  Monitoring  System  to  determine  if 
alriine  overscheduling  Is  emerging  based  on  future  growth  in 
aircraft  operations.  Massport  believes  that  initiation  of  this 
monitoring  program  will  provide  the  necessary  maricet  signals 
to  encourage  carriers  to  make  efficient  use  of  available 
facilities  at  Logan  Airport.  Should  the  monitoring  program 
indicate  that  overscheduling  conditions  are  likely  to  develop, 
Massport  has  developed  an  action  plan  as  described  In 
Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  designed  to 
address  overscheduling  conditions  at  Logan  Airport. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR,  specifically  considered  the  role  of  Hanscom  Field  in 
the  analysis  of  regional  alternatives.  Hanscom  Field,  which  serves 
as  a  general  aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport,  already 
accommodates  a  significant  number  of  aircraft  operations 
(183,000  operations  in  1998).  The  Hanscom  Field  activity 
includes  private,  business,  charter,  and  air  taxi  operations  that 
might  otherwise  use  Logan  Airport.  Since  the  /\irside  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR  was  filed,  Shuttle  America,  a  newly  founded  airline, 
began  commercial  scheduled  operations  at  Hanscom  Held, 
offering  limited  turtjoprop  sen/Ices  to  short-haul  regional  mari<ets 
-Trenton,  Buffalo,  Hartford  (discontinued),  Wilmington,  Delaware 
(discontinued),  and  Greensboro.  Shuttle  /Vmerica  is  also 
conducting  operations  between  Hanscom  and 
New  York  LaGuardia  Airport.  While  Massport  supports 
commercial  service  at  Hanscom  Field  consistent  with  its 
established  limits  (60  seat  regulation),  Massport  believes  that 
Hanscom  Field  will  maintain  its  role  as  a  major  general  aviation 
reliever,  and  that  its  geographic  proximity  to  Logan, 
Worcester  Regional  and  Manchester  airports  will  prevent  its 
development  as  a  significant  commercial  airport.  Additionally, 
commuter  airtlnes  serving  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely  to  move  a 
significant  number  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to  Hanscom  Field, 
since  approximately  50  percent  of  passengers  on  Logan  Airport's 
commuter  flights  connect  to  other  Logan  Airport  flights  and  a 
significant  number  of  passengers  are  travelling  to  Boston. 
However,  any  new  commercial  service  initiatives  proposed  for 
Hanscom  Field  shall  be  reviewed  for  consistency  with  the 
Hanscom  GBR  (HGEIR)  and  Its  Annual  Updates,  and  shall  be 
considered  by  the  Hanscom  Area  Town  Selectmen  (HATS). 
Refer  to  Section  2.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  of  Hanscom  Field. 


Letter  170:  S.  KayGibbs 

Pnvate  Citizens:  Boston 


sterling  Giles  /  154  Ulest  Neiuton  Street  /  Boston,  MR  821 18-1203 
(617)  421-9134  /  sterlg@aol.com  /  no  faK  auailabie 


April  19,  1999 

Arthur  Pugsley  LETTER  171 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 
attn:   MEPA  Office 

Dear  Mr  Pugsley: 

Please  know  that  I  am  a  registered  voter  and  I  am  strongly  oppo^fid  tn  th^ 

construction  of  Runway  14/37.    Our  priorities  must  be  a  livable  city  now  and  

long-term  (not  short-term)  tourist,  convention,  and  business  growth     Only  the 
former  can  foster  the  latter  in  a  lasting,  significant  manner. 


Sincerely, 
Sterling  Giles 


cc:      Representative  Byron  Rushing 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Letter  171 
Sterling  Giles 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

171.1    ;  General 
i  Opposition 

\  ...1  am  strongly  opposed  to  the  constmction  of  Runway 
1  14/32. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  171:  Sterling  Giles 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


LETTER  172 


April  22,  1999 

Bob  Durand,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs/MEPA  Office 

Arthur  Pugsley,  EOEA  No.  10458  (Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project) 
100  Cambridge  Street  -  20*  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

We  are  writing  in  opposition  to  MASSPORT's  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
and  request  that  your  office  (i)  withhold  issuance  of  a  certificate;  (ii)  require  a  much  more 
rigorous  review  of  alternatives  to  the  new  runway;  and  (iii)  require  substantiation  and  an  in-depth 
analysis  of  the  cause  of  the  purported  conditions  at  the  airport.  MASSPORT's  stated  need  for  the 
project  is  two-fold:  to  reduce  delay  and  enhance  safety;  the  DEIR  does  not  support  either  claim. 
In  addition,  MASSPORT  has  failed  to  substantiate  its  contentions  in  the  public  hearings  held  on 
this  project.  The  Mayor's  Director  of  Environmental  Affairs  has  submitted  comments  to  the 
EOEA  addressing  indirect  traffic,  congestion,  and  air  pollution  impacts  of  the  proposal  on  the 
City.  We  agree  that  these  issues  warrant  analysis  and  urge  your  office  to  fully  consider  these 
comments  in  your  decisionmaking  process.  In  addition,  we  appreciate  your  consideration  of  the 
concerns  discussed  below. 

We  live  in  the  South  End,  the  primary  attraction  for  commercial  and  residential  development  in 
the  City  for  the  last  several  years.  Already  we  are  adversely  impacted  by  the  failure  of  pilots  to 
stick  to  the  flight  path  of  Runway  27.  If  proposed  Runway  14/32  is  constructed,  the  South  End 
will  face  a  300%  increase  in  flights  over  our  skies.  This  could  potentially  hah  all  development  in 
the  South  End  and  resuh  in  plummeting  property  values  as  well  as  property  taxes.  The  City,  and 
by  extension  the  Commonwealth,  depends  on  the  continued  growth  of  the  South  End,  which  has 
also  become  an  attractive  tourist  destination  due  to  the  historical  significance  of  the  area,  the 
diversity  of  culture,  and  the  nationally  recognized  restaurants  which  make  the  South  End  their 
home. 

The  measurement  of  current  delays  is  widely  different  among  MASSPORT,  the  FAA  and  an 
outside  consultant.  If  we're  not  able  to  come  to  some  consensus  on  what  the  issue  really  is,  how 
are  we  going  to  be  able  to  resolve  it?  The  EOEA  should  require  an  independent  analysis  of  the 
existing  conditions  and  the  benefits  that  could  potentially  be  derived  from  a  new  runway  from 
reducing  delays,  as  well  as  a  comparison  of  any  potential  benefits  to  the  definitedetriments  that 
would  occur  in  terms  of  noise,  air  pollution,  visual  impact  and  increased  automobile  traffic.  It  is 
likely  that  the  option  with  the  least  environmental  impact  will  be  the  no-build  option. 
MASSPORT's  claim  that  a  new  runway  would  enhance  safety  appears  to  be  little  more  than  a 
public  relations  pitch  unsubstantiated  by  any  concrete  data. 

There  are  many  alternatives  to  the  new  runway  that  have  not  been  fully  analyzed  and  are  too 
readily  dismissed,  such  as  the  no-build  option  or  utilizing  Hanscom  Field  or  Worcester  Regional 
Airport  instead.  MASSPORT  should  be  required  to  demonstrate  that  there  is  absolutely  nothing 
they  can  do  at  Logan  to  improve  alleged  flight  delay  problems  absent  construction  of  a  new 
runway.  In  addition,  there  has  notl)een  sufficient  debate  regarding  sending  small  planes  (for 
which  the  runway  is  proposed  to  be  built)  to  Hanscom  Field  (the  airport  designed  to  accept  small 
aircraft).  Certainly  the  environmental  impacts  associated  with  utilizing  Hanscom,  where 
approximately  40,000  residents  would  be  impacted,  pale  in  comparison  with  the  impacts 
associated  with  building  a  new  runway  at  Logan,  where  (according  to  MASSPORT)  1 .2  million 


people  are  affected.  No  reasonable  person  wants  planes  flying  over  his  head,  yet  the  1.2  million 
impacted  people  in  Boston  that  are  saying  "no"  don't  seem  to  have  as  much  influence  as  the 
^   impacted  people  in  Bedford  and  surrounding  areas.  Hanscom  is  located  right  on  Route  128,  where 
most  businesses  are,  where  other  businesses  are  trying  to  reach  and  where  people  would  benefit 
most.  Another  argument  against  Hanscom  has  been  the  need  to  preserve  historical  monuments  in 
the  area.  There  is  no  more  historical  place  in  the  country  than  the  City  of  Boston.  The  red  line  is 
only  8  miles  from  Hanscom,  an  extension  of  which  would  bring  ^ple  right  to  downtown  Boston 
and  right  to  Logan  airport.  An  extension  could  easily  be  built  by  ^oing  under  any  historical  sites. 
Airforce  One  just  landed  at  Hanscom  last  week,  so  the  facility  must  be  capable  of  handling  all- 
size  planes. 

Utilizing  the  under-utilized  Worcester  Regional  Airport  also  makes  good  environmental  and 
economic  sense.  Most  of  the  people  using  Logan  do  not  reside  in  the  City,  yet  it  is  the  residents  of 
the  City  who  bear  all  of  Logan's  impacts.  If  the  majority  of  the  people  who  need  to  fly  out  of 
Massachusetts  live  closer  to  Worcester  and/or  Hanscom,  why  not  make  use  of  the  airports  closer 
to  their  residences  rather  than  expand  an  airport  that  is  already  the  most  difficult  airport  to  access 
by  both  air  and  land? 

We  are  stuck  with  Logan  where  it  is  now,  but  we  should  not  make  a  bad  situation  worse. 
Economic  development  in  the  Commonwealth  is  not  dependent  on  access  to  Boston  only,  but 
access  to  Western,  Central,  Northern  and  Southern  Massachusetts  as  well.  If  all  the  economic 
activity  is  centralized  in  Boston  and  Logan  is  still  difficult  to  access,  then  the  result  will  be 
contrary  to  what  the  project  proponents  are  contending;  i.e.,  businesses  will  look  outside  of  the 
Commonwealth  for  both  permanent  operations  and  short-term  activities  (ex.  conferences, 
business  meetings). 

We  respectfully  request  that  the  EOEA  require  a  much  more  exhaustive  analysis  of  the  impacts 
associated  with  the  proposed  expansion  at  Logan  than  what  was  presented  in  the  DEIR.  We  also 
ask  that  the  agency  refrain  from  issuing  a  certificate  to  MASSPORT  because  the  majority  of  the 
people  don't  want  it  due  to  the  environmental  impacts  it  would  cause.  If  the  issues  of  aircraft 
delay  and  safety  enhancement  are  as  serious  as  MASSPORT  says,  they  certainly  warrant  a  more 
careful  examination  and  selection  of  long-term,  instead  of  short-term  solutions. 


Senator  John  Kerry 
Congressman  Joe  Moakley 
Congressman  Mike  Capuano 
Governor  A.  Paul  Cellucci 
Representative  Byron  Rushing 


Sincerely, 


Robert  and  Kathleen  Hathaway 
220  West  Canton  Street 
Boston,  MA  02116-5814 


C: 


Senator  Edward  Kennedy 
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Letter  172 

Robert  and  Kathleen  Hathaway 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code     Topic!  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


172.1 

Environmental 
;  Review 
1  Process 

MEPA 

We  are  writing  in  opposition  to  Massport's  Logan  Airside 
Improvements  Planning  Project  and  request  that  your 
office  (i)  withhold  issuance  of  a  certificate;  (ii)  require  a 
much  more  rigorous  review  of  alternatives  to  the  new 
runway;  and  (iii)  require  substantiation  and  an  in-depth 
analysis  of  the  cause  of  the  purported  conditions  at 
airport. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that  "...the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this 
project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act..."  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 

Refer  to  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  of  the  operational  benefits  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  and  to  Chapter  6  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  environmental  impacts  of 
Preferred  Alternative. 

172.2 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

...we  are  adversely  impacted  by  the  failure  of  pilots  to 
stick  to  the  flight  path  of  Runway  27.  If  proposed  Runway 
14'32  is  constructed,  the  South  End  will  face  a  300% 
increase  in  flights  over  our  skies.  This  could  potentially 
halt  all  development  in  the  South  End  and  result  in 
plummeting  property  values  as  well  as  property  taxes. 

Both  the  Logan  Airport  1997Ar)nual  Update  and  Logan  Airport 
1998Anrtual  Update  reported  that  aircraft  were  not  achieving 
the  goals  of  the  1995  FAA  ROD  and  that  furlher  testing  was 
needed  to  get  improved  conformance.  The  FAA  is  currently 
funding  an  analysis  of  the  procedure  and  meets  periodically 
with  the  Runway  27  Advisory  Committee  to  report  interim 
findings.  The  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR) 
reports  on  flight  track  monitoring  which  includes  Runway  27  test  ' 
results.  The  Runway  27  departure  tracks  have  been  reviewed  : 
in  more  detail  in  Section  4.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  1 

172.3 

Delay 

Model 

The  measurement  of  current  delays  is  widely  different 
among  Massport,  the  F/VA  and  an  outside  consultant. 

Refer  to  Section  4.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  on  the  estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays. 
Chapter  1  and  Appendix  C  include  a  description  of  FAA  and 
U.S.  DOT  delay  measures  and  their  limitations,  an  j 
explanation  of  computer  models  for  estimating  flight  delays, 
and  historical  data  on  delays  at  Logan  Airport  and  other  major  I 
uiiiicu  oidicb  dirpons.  i  ne  meinouoiogy  useo  Tor  tne 
Airside  Project  includes  the  effects  of  constraints  at 
Logan  Airport,  and  produces  lower  delay  estimates  than  FAA 
modeling.  The  FAA  approved  all  the  models,  which  have 
been  validated  in  previously  published  studies  of 
Logan  Airport. 

172.4 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

i 

The  EOEA  should  require  an  independent  analysis  of  the 
existing  conditions  and  the  benefits  that  could  potentially 
be  derived  from  a  new  runway  from  reducing  delays,  as 
well  as  a  comparison  of  any  potential  benefits  to  the 
definite  detriments  that  would  occur  in  terms  of  noise,  air 
pollution,  visual  impact  and  increased  automobile  traffic. 

To  assure  that  the  Airside  analysis  was  conducted  with  j 
awareness  and  input  from  all  concerned  parties,  the  Massport  1 
Board  established  the  Airside  Review  Committee  (ARC), 
which  consists  of  the  Community  Advisory  Committee  (with 
representatives  from  24  communities  surrounding 
Logan  Airport),  and  1 1  businesses  and  industry 
organizations.  Massport  also  funded  independent  consultants  i 
for  the  CAC  to  provide  them  with  the  capacity  to  i 
professionally  assess  the  analysis  and  conclusions  of  the  \ 
Airside  Study.  j 
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Topic  2 


Comment 


Response 


172.5 


Altematives 


Otiier  Non- 
Construction 
Altematives 


Massport  should  be  required  to  demonstrate  that  there  is 
absolutely  nothing  they  can  do  at  Logan  to  improve 
alleged  flight  delay  problems  absent  construction  of  a  new 
runwfay. 


172.6 


Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


...there  has  not  been  sufficient  debate  regarding  sending 
small  planes.. .to  Hanscom  Field.... 


The  improvement  concepts  evaluated  in  the  Airside  Project 

Analysis  evolved  from  prior  studies  including  the  FAA's  Logan 

Capacity  Enhancement  Plan  (October  1 992);  the  Logan 

Runway  Incursion  Mitigation  Pian/Taxiway  Relocation  Study 

(December  1993);  the  Logan  Final  GE/f?  (July  1993);  and  the 

Logan  Airside  Improvements  Feasibility  Study,  Phase  1 

Report,  published  in  July  1995.  The  FAA  evaluated  a 

numerous  physical,  operational,  and  administrative  concepts 

for  reducing  Logan  Airport  delays  in  its  Boston  Logan 

International  Airport  Capacity  Enhancement  Plan.  The  FAA 

recommended  several  improvement  concepts,  including 

unidirectional  Runway  14/32,  for  further  study.  These 

improvement  concepts,  as  well  as  concepts  from  other 

studies,  were  individually  examined  by  Massport  in  the  Logan 

Airside  Feasibility  Study,  published  in  July  1 995.  Based  on 

the  Feasibility  study,  some  concepts  were  rejected  and  the 

most  promising  concepts  were  combined  into  the  Alternatives 

considered  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  The 

alternatives  analysis  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  is 

consistent  with  state  and  federal  scoping  directives  for  the 

Airside  Project.  The  results  of  the  Airside  analysis  indicate 

that  alternatives  that  include  unidirectional  Runway  14/32 

provide  the  most  benefit  in  terms  of  delay  reduction  and 

ability  to  achieve  PRAS  goals. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR,  specifically  considered  the  role  of  Hanscom  Field 
in  the  analysis  of  regional  alternatives.  Hanscom  Field,  which 
serves  as  a  general  aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport, 
already  accommodates  a  significant  number  of  aircraft 
operations  (183,000  operations  in  1998).  The  Hanscom  Field 
activity  includes  pnvate,  business,  charter,  and  air  taxi 
operations  that  might  othenwise  use  Logan  Airport.  Since  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  was  filed.  Shuttle  America,  a 
newly  founded  airline,  began  commercial  scheduled 
operations  at  Hanscom  Field,  offering  limited  turboprop 
services  to  short-haul  regional  markets  -  Trenton,  Buffalo, 
Hartford  (discontinued),  Wilmington,  Delaware  (discontinued), 
and  Greensboro.  Shuttle  America  is  also  conducting 
operations  between  Hanscom  and 
New  York  LaGuardia  Airport.  While  Massport  supports 
commercial  service  at  Hanscom  Field  consistent  with  its 
established  limits  (60  seat  regulation),  Massport  believes  that 
Hanscom  Field  will  maintain  its  role  as  a  major  general 
aviation  reliever,  and  that  its  geographic  proximity  to  Logan, 
Worcester  Regional  and  Manchester  airports  will  prevent  its 
development  as  a  significant  commercial  airport.  Additionally, 
commuter  airlines  serving  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely  to  move 
a  significant  number  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to 
Hanscom  Field,  since  approximately  50  percent  of 
passengers  on  Logan  Airport's  commuter  flights  connect  to 
,  other  Logan  Airport  flights  and  a  significant  number  of 
passengers  are  travelling  to  Boston.  However,  any  new 
commercial  service  initiatives  proposed  for  Hanscom  Field 
shall  be  reviewed  for  consistency  with  the  Hanscom  GEIR 
(HGEIR)  and  its  Annual  Updates,  and  shall  be  considered  by 
the  Hanscom  Area  Town  Selectmen  (HATS).  Refer  to 
Section  2.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion 
of  Hanscom  Field. 
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172.7     Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Comment 

Utilizing  the  under-utilized  Worcester  Regional  Airport 
also  makes  good  environmental  and  economic  sense. 


Response 

Since  1995,  Massport  has  worked  closely  with  the 
City  of  Worcester  to  aggressively  market  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport  to  airlines.  Massport  increased  its 
involvement  with  the  Worcester  Regional  Airport  by  assuming 
operational  responsibility  of  the  airport  on  January  15, 2000. 
By  its  agreement  with  the  City  of  Worcester,  Massport  could 
assume  ownership  of  the  Worcester  Regional  Airport  by 
2005.  On  February  1, 2000,  Delta  Connection  began  sen/ing 
Worcester  Regional  Airport  with  two  daily  nonstop  roundtrip 
flights  on  regional  jet  aircraft  to  Atlanta.  On  July  6, 2000, 
American  Eagle  began  sen/ice  to  New  York  JFK  Airport  with 
three  daily  nonstop  roundtrip  flights  on  turboprop  aircraft. 
Massport  is  in  ongoing  discussions  with  other  carriers 
regarding  potential  new  services  at  Worcester  Regional 
Airport.  In  addition,  MassHighway  is  analyzing  alternative 
highway  routes  that  would  improve  surface  access  from  1-90 
and  1-290  to  the  Worcester  Regional  Airport  and  filed  an  ENF 
in  December  1999.  They  have  begun  the  preparation  of  a 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  these  improvements. 

In  addition  to  the  Worcester  Regional  Airport,  Massport  has 
pursued  a  variety  of  initiatives  to  promote  the  use  of  other 
alternative  regional  airports  and  travel  modes  with  the  goal  of 
relieving  traffic  growth  pressures  at  Logan  Airport.  For 
example,  in  November  1999,  Massport  and  Governor  Cellucci 
co-sponsored  a  Regional  Transportation  Summit  of  the 
New  England  Governors  and  transportation  officials.  The 
Summit  focused  on  joint  marketing  among  the  New  England 
commercial  service  airports  and  the  joint  promotion  of  rail  and 
road  initiatives  that  will  foster  an  efficient  and  balanced 
regional  transportation  system.  Refer  to  Section  2.2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  comprehensive  discussion  of 
Massport's  regional  transportation  planning  initiatives. 


Letter  172:  Robert  and  Kathleen  Hathaway 
Private  Citizens;  Boston 


ANN  HERSHFANG 

64  West  Rutland  Square 
Boston  MA  02118 
P:  (617)267-9770  F;  (617)267-9777 
email:hershfan®world.std.com 

LETTER  173 

March  1, 1999 

Secretary  Bob  Durand 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston  02202 

Attn:  MEPA  office  re:  Runway  14/."i? 

Dear  Secretary  Durand: 


This  letter  requests  your  office  to  (1)  extend  the  deadline  for  the  1 7'^  1 

environmental  process  on  proposed  new  Runway  14/32  soSat "ns  have       ' ^' ' 
suffaaent  bme  to  analyse  Massporfs  documents  Ind  (2)  make  a  Section 
that  honors  the  quaUty  of  life  of  near  neighbors  of  War,X^rt 

If  built  Runway  14/32  will  inflict  an  unacceptable  noise  impact  on  179  9 

Tn  „iTT       ,  ^  "^<^'  l^^avy  noise  on  Boston  neighborhoods 

Deacon  Mill,  Back  Bay,  Roxbury,  Jamaica  Plain,  and  possibly  even  further 
southwest  areas  hke  Hyde  Park,  Roslindale  and  West  Roxbu^ 

,K,f.  ^"^'''"8  ^  "^way  reverses  25  years  of  pathbreaking  noise 
aba  ement  programs  and  poUdes  by  Massport-which  included  a  noise- 
abatement  overwater  take-off  turn  from  Runway  22R  mphasi^i^^ 
ovet^ater  use  of  Runway  15/33,  night-time  rest^c^ Tn'™  sy  pLes  and 
an  extensive  soundproofing  program  for  schools,  hospitals  a^d  residences 

Twenty-five  years  ago  the  Massport  Board  initiated  these  nationallv 

roTlud^r/'''"^"'  Master  Pl^(1976)  ww4 

also  mcluded  other  good  neighbor  commihnents-no  hirther  expansion  ^  - 
the  land  area  of  Logan,  $1  million  to  the  East  Boston  He  JrCenter  a  sLeable 

.ean  ^^^TC^^:^^^  ^^^^^^ 
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Letter  173 
Ann  Hershfang 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


173.1 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

MEPA 

This  letter  requests  your  office  to  (1)  extend  the  deadline 
for  the  environmental  process  on  proposed  new  Runway 
14/32  so  that  citizens  have  sufficient  time  to  analyze 
Massport's  documents... 

In  January  2000,  the  FAA  called  for  the  preparation  of  a 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS  (SDEIS)  after  the  conclusion  of  a 
SDEIS  Panel  review  process.  The  SDEIS  Panel,  which 
consisted  of  6  representatives  appointed  by  the  Governor  and 
the  Mayor  of  Boston,  met  over  a  ten-month  period  from 
March  2000  to  December  2000.  As  a  result  of  the  FAiA's 
actions,  the  environmental  review  process  for  the 
Logan  Airside  Improvements  Project  was  extended  by  more 
than  one  year. 

173.2 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

If  built,  Runway  14/32  will  inflict  an  unacceptable  noise 
impact  on  adjacent  neighborhoods  all  around  the  airport. 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the  1 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the  1 
Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  by  67  percent  i 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB  j 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-7  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Letter  173:  Ann  Hershfang 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


LETTER  174 

ANN  HERSHFANG 

64  West  Rutland  Square 
Boston  MA  02118 
P:  (617)267-9770  F:  (617)267-9777 
email  :hershf  an  ©workj.std.com 

April  22, 1999 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Strer  t,  2nd  floor 
Boston  MA  02205 
email:  arthur.pugsley@state.ma.us 

RE:  Case  #10458  Runway  14/32 

Dear  EOEA, 

This  letter  requests  your  office  to  reject  Massport's  inadequate  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  proposed  Runway  14/32  and  to 
require  Massport  to  develop  a  new  DEIS  that  includes  a  fuU,  fair  and 
honest  presentation  of  all  relevant  data,  dates  and  impacts. 

A  new  DEIS  should  fully  describe  benefits  from  alternative  actions,  such 
as  (1)  diversion  to  Hanscom  Field  and  other  regional  airports,  (2)  gains  from 
peak  hour  pricing  based  on  a  reasonable  threshold  (115  flights  is  too  high), 
(3)  the  high-speed  Boston-New  York  rail  service  which  begins  this  fall,  and  (4) 
a  second-major  airport,  starting  from  the  recommendations  in  the 
Massachusetts  Aeronautics  Commission  report.  These  combined  actions  can 
do  more  to  solve  any  existing  Logan  delay  than  a  new  runway,  which  even 
Massport  estimates  will  be  effective  for  five  years  or  less. 

Complex  solutions  to  complex  problems  have  been  successful  before—and  at 
Massport.  Twenty-five  years  ago  the  Massport  Board  considered  the  proposed 
Runway  14/32  along  with  operating  changes  designeu  to  miiumize  noise  and 
other  impacts  on  surrounding  neighborhoods.  Then,  business  interests 
offered  the  same  knee-jerk  reactions  about  economic  and  job  losses.  In  spite 
of  those  predictions,  Massport  adopted  broad  noise-abatement  and  commun- 
ity restoration  policies  in  a  1976  Master  Plan,  and  the  runway  was  not  built. 

The  airport  survived  and  thrived.  Passengers  increased  from  11  million  in 
1976  to  26  million  in  1998,  flights  from  260,000  in  1976  to  500,000  in  1998. 

Now,  by  proposing  Runway  14/32,  the  current  Massport  administration  for 
the  first  time  in  25  years  would  move  over  water  flights  back  over  residential 
areas.    Small  planes  would  land  over  water  on  14/ 32;  other  arrivals  would 
also  land  over  water.   This  would  shift  large  jet  departures,  which  are  noisier, 


to  Runways  27  and  33  and  triple  their  number.  They  will  fly  over  the  close-in 
populated  areas  of  East  Boston^  Qielsea,  Everett,  Somerville,  Cambridge, 
Charlestown,  South  Boston,  South  End,  Beacon  Hill,  Back  Bay,  Roxbury, 
Jamaica  Plaiiv  Hyde  Park,  Roslindale,  West  Roxbury,  Brookline  and  Newton. 
More  people  live  under  these  two  runways  than  live  imder  all  the  other 
Logan  runways  combined.  Is  this  a  "fair"  distribution  of  noise. 

The  real  issues  here  are  regional  fairness  and  inadequate  long-range  planning 
by  Massport  not  the  livelier  and  irrelevant  scenarios  favored  by  news 
coverage.  This  is  not  a  "turf  war"  or  partisan  "political  wind."  Rtmway  14/ 32 
is  truly  about  noise,  neighborhood  destruction,  loss  of  enjoyment  and 
property  value.  It  involves  real  people  and  real  damage  to  real  people  in 
their  homes  and  neighborhoods.  It  is  truly  an  environmental  issue. 

A  few  specific  observations  about  the  DEIS: 

1.  Peak  hour  pricing:  Of  all  DEIS  deficiencies,  the  lack  of  serious  analysis  of 
peak  hour  pricing  is  the  most  disappointing.  Peak  hour  pricing  would  free  up 
Logan  airspace  and  reduce  delay  by  pricing  out  underloaded  carriers. 
Massport  instituted  a  peak  hour  program  in  the  1980s  which  successfully 
reduced  operations  and  delay  imtil  courts  invalidated  it  as  too  broad.  A 
legally  compliant  program  was  subsequendy  prepared  and  ready  for 
implementation  in  1990  but  has  never  been  tried.  Peak  hour  pricing—a 
market-based  solution—could  be  in  place  relatively  quickly  at  a  low  cost. 

2.  Noise: 

•  There  is  only  one  small,  unreadable  noise  contour  chart  in  the  EIS,  with 
no  identifying  dty  or  street  name.  Its  obscurity  must  be  a  deliberate 
deception.  A  better  presentation  must  be  required,  and  the  impact  of 
doubling /tripling  noise  over  residential  areas  must  be  made  clear. 

•  Massport's  computer  calculations  in  the  DEIS  consistently  understate 
noise  compared  to  that  measured  by  microphones  in  the  field. 

•  Could  Massport  have  chosen  1993  as  base  year  to  minimize  the  projected 
roise  increase. 

•  In  2000  the  airline  fleet  is  required  to  be  100%  stage  EH  compliant.  Noise 
benefits  of  100%  stage  III  equipment  should  be  calculated  first,  then  the 
impact  of  14/32.  This  serious  flaw  justifies  withdrawal  of  the  DEIS. 

3.  Equity^:  The  equity  of  locating  airport  noise  pollution  in  the  Common- 
wealth's poorest  neighorhoods  deserves  more  than  four  pages  out  of  four 
volumes.  Massport's  unsupported  conclusion  that  low-income  communities 
do  not  receive  a  disproportionate  impact  requires  further  explanation. 


174.7 
174.8 

174.9 


4.  Delay: 

•  Why  does  Massport's  use  a  formula  which  calculates  more  delay  than  the 
FAA's. 

•  Why  is  a  new  runway  necessary  now  since  there  is  less  delay  than  in  1993. 

•  What  is  actual  delay,  as  opposed  to  projected. 

•  How  has,  and  how  might,  airline  consoUdation  reduce  delay.  Why 

doesn't  Massport  jawbone  airlines  into  consolidation  as  airport  17411 
management  is  now  doing  in  San  Francisco,  another  delay-prone  airport. 

•  How  much  of  the  delay  is  caused  by  snow,  fog,  airHne  equipment,  airline 
scheduling/ cancellations,  air  traffic  control  shortcomings,  lack  of  airside 
space,  etc.,  rather  than  wind  direction  and  nmway  availabiUty. 

Rimway  14/32  must  not  be  approved  until  all  the  relevant  issues  are  fairly, 
openly  and  honestly  examined  and  discussed. 

Massport  suggests  restrictions  that  are  enforceable  only  by  the  Federal 

Aviation  Administration—  one-way  use  of  14/32  and  "fair"  distribution  of         1  74  1 2 

noise.  The  FAA's  record  at  enforcing  its  prior  commitments  is  poor.  FAA's 

tower  has  not  effectively  used  the  Preferential  Runway  Assignment  System  to 

share  the  noise  burden.  It  has  not  strongly  enforced  the  Runway  22  departure 

noise-abatement  turn. 

Quite  recently,  FAA  has  thrown  up  its  hands  about  enforcing  the  Rimway  27 
departure  track  over  the  Fort  Point  Channel  industrial  area.  After  3+  years  of 
night  meetings,  residents  under  the  Runway  27  flight  path  thought  we  had  a 
conrniitment  from  the  FAA  on  this  "noise-abatement"  departure.    Now,  as 
the  enclosed  article  indicates,  and  as  the  planes  overhead  from  6:15  am  these 
last  several  days  prove,  the  FAA  either  cannot  or  wiU  not  enforce  that 
agreement  mandated  after  a  successful  suit  won  by  the  Runway  27  coalition. 

The  State  of  Massachusetts,  must  protect  us  and  our  environment.  Neither 
Massport  nor  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  will  do  so. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  comments. 

Sincerely, 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  174 
Ann  Hershfang 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


174.1    '  Environmental     MEPA  ■  This  letter  requests  your  office  to  reject  Massport's 

Review  i  inadequate  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on 

Process  i  proposed  Runway  14/32.... 


174.2 


Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


A  new  DEIS  should  fully  describe  benefits  from  alternative 
actions,  such  as  diversion  to  Hanscom  Field  and  other 
regional  airports. 


Response 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that  "...the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this 
project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act...".  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 


The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR,  specifically  considered  the  role  of  Hanscom  Field 
in  the  analysis  of  regional  alternatives.  Hanscom  Field,  which 
sen/es  as  a  general  aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport, 
already  accommodates  a  significant  number  of  aircraft 
operations  (183,000  operations  in  1998).  The  Hanscom  Field 
activity  includes  private,  business,  charter,  and  air  taxi 
operations  that  might  othera/ise  use  Logan  Airport.  Since  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  was  filed,  Shuttle  America,  a 
newly  founded  airline,  began  commercial  scheduled 
operations  at  Hanscom  Field,  offenng  limited  turboprop 
services  to  short-haul  regional  markets  -  Trenton,  Buffalo, 
Hartford  (discontinued),  Wilmington,  Delaware  (discontinued), 
and  Greensboro.  Shuttle  America  is  also  conducting 
operations  between  Hanscom  and 
New  York  LaGuardia  Airport.  While  Massport  supports 
commercial  sen/ice  at  Hanscom  Field  consistent  with  its 
established  limits  (60  seat  regulation),  Massport  believes  that 
Hanscom  Field  will  maintain  its  role  as  a  major  general 
aviation  reliever,  and  that  its  geographic  proximity  to  Logan, 
Worcester  Regional  and  Manchester  airports  will  prevent  its 
development  as  a  significant  commercial  airport.  Additionally, 
commuter  airiines  sen/ing  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely  to  move 
a  significant  number  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to 
Hanscom  Field,  since  approximately  50  percent  of 
passengers  on  Logan  Airport's  commuter  flights  connect  to 
other  Logan  Airport  flights  and  a  significant  number  of 
passengers  are  travelling  to  Boston.  However,  any  new 
commercial  service  initiatives  proposed  for  Hanscom  Field 
shall  be  reviewed  for  consistency  with  the  Hanscom  GEIR 
(HGEIR)  and  its  Annual  Updates,  and  shall  be  considered  by 
the  Hanscom  Area  Town  Selectmen  (HATS).  Refer  to 
Section  2.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion 
of  Hanscom  Field. 

The  alternative  analysis  confomis  to  FAA  and  MEPA  scoping 
directives.  The  impact  of  the  regional  alternatives  has  been 
addressed  through  the  study  of  a  range  of  forecast  activity 
levels.  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  comprehensive 
discussion  of  regional  altematives. 


Letter  174:  Ann  Hershfang 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/FiNAL  EIR   I  ^ 


„ 


Code     Topic  1 

174.3   I  Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 


Comment   

A  new  DEIS  should  fully  describe  benefits  from  alternative 
actions,  such  as  gains  from  peak  hour  pricing  based  on  a 
reasonable  threshold  (1 15  flights  is  too  high). 


174.4 


Regional 
Transportation 


Passenger  Rail 


A  new  DEIS  should  fully  describe  benefits  from  alternative 
actions,  such  as  the  high-speed  Boston-New  York  rail 
service  which  begins  this  fall. 


174.5     Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


A  new  DEIS  should  fully  describe  benefits  from  alternative 
actions,  such  as  a  second-major  airport,  starting  from  the 
recommendations  in  the  Massachusetts  Aeronautic 
Commission  report. 


Response  ^ 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  contain  an  analysis  of  PPP  as  a  demand 
management  alternative  at  Logan  Airport.  PPP  is  not 
recommended  for  implementation  at  this  time  because  airline 
overscheduling  is  not  a  major  contributor  to  current  delays  at 
Logan  Airport.  However,  as  a  mitigation  measure,  Massport 
has  proposed  to  implement  a  Peak  Period  Monitoring  System 
to  determine  if  airiine  overscheduling  is  emerging  based  on 
future  grovirth  in  aircraft  operations.  Massport  believes  that 
initiation  of  this  monitoring  program  will  provide  the  necessary 
market  signals  to  encourage  carriers  to  make  efficient  use  of 
available  facilities  at  Logan  Airport.  Should  the 
monitoring  program  indicate  that  overscheduling  conditions 
are  likely  to  develop,  Massport  has  developed  an  action  plan 
as  descnbed  in  Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR, 
designed  to  address  overscheduling  conditions  at  Logan 
Airport. 

Delays  occur  when  wind  or  weather  conditions  require  the 
use  of  configurations  with  fewer  than  three  active  runways, 
when  poor  weather  requires  increased  separation  distances 
between  aircraft,  or  when  airlines  schedule  more  flights  than 
Logan  Airport  can  handle.  The  Airside  Project  is  designed  to 
reduce  delays  at  Logan  Airport  from  adverse  winds  and  taxiway 
congestion. 


Massport's  analysis  of  regional  alternatives  is  comprehensive 
and  reflects  all  the  major  recommendations  of  various 
regional  planning  studies  that  have  been  conducted  over  the 
last  decade.  These  include  expansion  of  the  regional  airports 
and  development  of  high-speed  rail  in  the  Boston-New  York 
market. 


A  second  major  airport  is  not  a  solution  to  the  current  delay 
and  congestion  problems  at  Logan  Airport.  The  Proposed 
Project  to  reduce  delay  and  enhance  safety  at  Logan  Airport 
must  be  implemented  in  the  near  term  to  address  current  and 
future  operating  conditions.  Even  if  a  second  major  airport 
were  to  be  pursued,  the  planning  period  for  site  selection  and 
environmental  review  would  require  ten  to  15  years,  in 
addition  to  a  multi-year  construction  period.  Rather, 
Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  the  T.F.  Green/Providence,  the  Manchester,  and  the 
Worcester  Regional  airports.  Service  development  and 
increased  passenger  traffic  at  these  airports  are  an  important 
part  of  the  region's  long-term  strategy  to  accommodate 
passenger  and  activity  growth.  Greater  use  of  the  regional 
airports  will  provide  passengers  within  the  sen/ice  area  of 
such  airports  with  a  viable  alternative  to  Logan  Airport.  Since 
demand  within  Logan  Airport's  primary  sen/ice  area  will 
remain  strong,  the  improvements  at  other  regional  airports 
will  not  eliminate  the  need  for  airside  projects  at 
Logan  Airport.   


Letter  174:  Ann  Hershfang 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 

174.6  Alternatives 


Topic  2  Comment 

Peak  Period  [Massport  should  analyze  peak  hour  pricing  more  in 
Pricing  depth.] 


174.7  Noise 


174.8   :  Noise 


174.9  Noise 


Impacts 


[The  EIS  noise  contours  should  be  made  more  clear.] 


Model  ^  Massport's  computer  calculations  in  the  DEIS  consistently 

understate  noise  compared  to  that  measured  by 
microphones  in  the  field. 


Hushkitted  In  2000,  the  airline  fleet  is  required  to  be  1 00%  Stage  III 
Aircraft  compliant.  Noise  benefits  of  100%  Stage  III  equipment 

should  be  calculated  first,  then  the  impact  of  Runway 

14/32. 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  contain  an  analysis  of  PPP  as  a  demand 
management  alternative  at  Logan  Airport.  PPP  is  not 
recommended  for  implementation  at  this  time  because  airline 
overscheduling  is  not  a  major  contributor  to  current  delays  at 
Logan  Airport.  However,  as  a  mitigation  measure,  Massport 
has  proposed  to  implement  a  Peak  Period  Monitonng  System 
to  determine  if  airline  overscheduling  is  emerging  based  on 
future  growth  in  aircraft  operations.  Massport  believes  that 
initiation  of  this  monitoring  program  will  provide  the  necessary 
market  signals  to  encourage  carriers  to  make  efficient  use  of 
available  facilities  at  Logan  Airport.  Should  the 
monitoring  program  indicate  that  overscheduling  conditions 
are  likely  to  develop,  Massport  has  developed  an  action  plan 
as  described  in  Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR, 
designed  to  address  overscheduling  conditions  at  Logan 
Airport. 

Comment  noted.  The  figures  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
have  been  significantly  improved  since  earlier  drafts. 

Refer  to  the  new  graphics  in  Chapters  4, 5  and  6  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Comparisons  of  the  Action  Alternatives  to  the 
No  Action  Alternatives  for  individual  fleet  scenarios  are  the 
appropriate  basis  for  evaluation  and  are  not  distorted. 
Fleet  composition  within  each  individual  forecast  scenario 
remains  consistent.  The  phase-out  of  Stage  2  aircraft  will 
reduce  the  noise  impacts  from  Logan  Airport,  producing 
benefits  to  surrounding  communities.  These  impacts  are 
discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously 
GEIR). 

The  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario  includes  22  daily  operations  in 
Stage  2  aircraft  (depending  on  the  alternative  examined), 
which  represent  about  2.5  percent  of  the  total  daily  jet 
operations  in  that  fleet.  (Refer  to  Table  6.2-1  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR).  In  the  shift  to  a  post-1999, 
100  percent  Stage  3  fleet,  some  of  these  aircraft  would  likely 
have  received  hushkits  resulting  in  very  little  improvement  in 
the  noise  of  individual  overflights  (and  hence,  little 
improvement  in  DNL),  and  some  were  likely  converted  to 
Stage  3  airplanes.  However,  on  balance,  the  total  number  of 
Stage  2  operations  in  1999  is  small,  and  a  revised 
29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario  would  leave  a  significant  number  of 
hushkitted  airplanes  to  dominate  the  exposure.  For  these 
reasons,  it  is  estimated  that  the  presence  of  the  Stage  2 
airplanes  in  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenano  overstates  noise 
exposure  by  only  a  few  tenths  of  a  dB,  which  does  not 
represent  a  material  difference. 


Letter  174:  Ann  Hershfang 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

174.10 


Topic  1 

Environmental 
Justice 


Topic  2 

Impacts 


Comment 

The  equity  of  locating  airport  noise  pollution  in  the 
Commonwealth's  poorest  neighborhoods  deserves  more 
than  four  pages  out  of  four  volumes.  Massport's 
unsupported  conclusion  that  low-income  communities  do 
not  receive  a  disproportionate  impact  requires  further 
explanation. 


174.11  Delay 


[The  delay  model  is  not  satisfactory.] 


Response 

The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  was  expanded  for  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Low-income  and  minority 
populations  were  defined  in  accordance  with  Federal 
Executive  Order  12898,  the  Final  United  States  Department 
of  Transportation  Order,  and  the  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality's  guidance  on  environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the 
analysis  of  low-income  populations  was  expanded  to  include 
households  at  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  This  analysis 
found  that  there  is  no  high  and  adverse  disproportionate 
impact  to  low-income  and  minority  populations  caused  by  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  borne  by  low-income 
or  minority  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
minority,  compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minority  population 
of  38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  includes  a 
predominately  Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which  is 
predicted  under  worst  case  assumptions  to  experience  an 
increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change 
is  not  a  significant  adverse  impact  The  minority  and 
low-income  populations  in  South  Boston  and  East  Boston 
affected  by  the  Preferred  Alternative  65  dB  DNL  contour  are 
almost  identical  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  65  dB  DNL 
contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  does  not  extend  into 
Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury  and  the  South  End.  Mitigation  of  the 
increased  noise  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  will  be 
provided  to  affected  communities  in  the  form  of  residential 
sound  insulation. 

A  discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice  analysis  is 
presented  in  Section  6.8  of  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Refer  to  Section  4.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  on  the  estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays. 
Chapter  1  and  Appendix  C  include  a  description  of  FAA  and 
U.S.  DOT  delay  measures  and  their  limitations,  an 
explanation  of  computer  models  for  estimating  flight  delays, 
and  historical  data  on  delays  at  Logan  Airport  and  other  major 
United  States  airports.  The  methodology  used  for  the 
Airside  Project  includes  the  effects  of  constraints  at 
Logan  Airport,  and  produces  lower  delay  estimates  than  FAA 
modeling.  The  F/VA  approved  all  the  models,  which  have 
been  validated  in  previously  published  studies  of 
Logan  Airport. 


Letter  174:  Ann  Hershfang 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Drar  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 


Comment 


FAA's  tower  has  not  effectively  used  the  Preferential 
Runway  Assignment  System  to  share  the  noise  burden. 


Response 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  projects  that  the 
Preferred  Alternative  would  promote  runway  use  in  a  manner 
that  is  more  consistent  with  annual  PRAS  goals.  The  total 
number  of  departures  from  Runway  27  (over  South  Boston, 
Roxbury,  and  Jamaica  Plain)  would  increase,  but  the  number 
of  equivalent  jet  operations  would  remain  essentially  the 
same.  The  difference  in  these  communities  would  be  fewer 
nighttime  operations  and  more  daytime  operations  but  the 
same  noise  impacts.  Total  departures  from  Runway  33L  and 
arrivals  to  Runway  15R  (over  East  Boston  and  Chelsea) 
would  increase,  but  most  of  these  are  non-jets.  These  runway 
operations  are  currently  running  well  below  the  PRAS  goals, 
and  the  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  would  allow  the 
controllers  to  approach,  but  still  remain  below  the  annual 
goals  for  these  operations.  Additionally,  by  increasing  the 
number  of  operations  over  water.  Runway  14/32  would 
reduce  the  total  annual  hours  of  dwell  and  persistence  over 
populated  areas  in  accordance  with  short-temn  PRAS  goals. 


Letter  174:  Ann  Hershfang 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


COMMENT  PROCEDURE  for  Draft  Locan  Airciw«  i 

ur.  uran  Logan  Airside  Improvements  (a.k.a.  Runway  14/32)  EOEA#l045?t 

Commen,.  no,  rofrrnnn  to  the  ROFA  fil.  n,,mfena^oLfeoosidaed.  LETTER  175 

All  comments  must  be  received  April  22.  1999 

All  mail  concemmg  the  environmental  imnact  review  nr«^.c.     i  j  ^, 

must  be  addressed  to:  ^  ^''"g^-  comments,  and  all  associated  materials 

Bob  Durand.  Secretar\- 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attention:  MEPA  Office 
Arthur  Pugslc>'  EOEA  No.  #10458 
1 00  Cambndgc  Street  -  20th  Floor 
Boston.  MA  02202 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  175 
Christine  A.  OToole 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

175.1 

Ground 

Access  to 

The  EIS/EIR  does  not  address  the  problem  of  ground 

Transportation 

Logan 

delays  because  there  is  not  sufficient  public  transportation 

to  accommodate  the  air  traffic  they  expect  to  come  to 

:  Boston. 

Response 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not 
increase  capacity,  but  rather  it  would  correct  a  series  of 
deficiencies  in  the  airfield  geometry  and  operation. 
Massport's  plans  to  handle  the  ground  access  requirements 
of  future  passenger  levels  are  discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  and  its  subsequent  Annual 
Updates  (Environmental  Data  Reports). 


Letter  175:  Christine  A.  OToole 

Private  Citizens;  Boston 


Darrvl  Pomicter 


April  22.  1999 


136  MyrtJe  Street 
Boston,  MA  021 14-4403 

LETTER  176  Phone/Fax:61 7227-1153 

E-mail:  dpomic@aoLcom 


Bob  Durand,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs.  Attention  MEPA  Office 
Artfiur  Pugsley,  IV.  EOEA  No.  1 0458 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
100  Cambridge  Sti-eet,  20*^  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

RE:  Logan  Alrslde  Imr^rnvpment  Planning  Proiect.  DFIR/nPiP 
Dear  Secretary  Durand: 


technical  rneetlnnt  wJhMo^    T  ^^^'^^  '"^'"^^  3"  additional  series  of 

a       wTh    e  -f^^^^^^^^  SeT/!f  "TT'^l"'''         information' and  feel  theVmus. 
presented;  an^d  Soon^u^S,^^^:^^,^^"  '"""^^'^ 

q"u™' anToToentaof,'"'"™'^^^^^  ^  passengers      ,  ,„ 

that  po  n^runffv^bte  """^  '^^"'^"'^  ^"^  "-"'"'"g       'at  76 

vear  u^tnn^L^nT  '^^'^'^  ^3.  Director  Blute  talked  about  "70.000  planes  a 

abo  tT  ew  pern? S     hT^'  "^^^^ "  ^"^-^^  t^^e^ 

the  PRAS  nrrfnff       '"^reased  traffic  over  some  communities  will  more  closely  match 

he  Sr~t  i1o/'^^^^^^^ 'V''  communities.-  Those  70.000  operations  over 
to  ot^r  ^eiSibo^ld.1  H  ^P^^^^^ons  at  Logan.  Those  few  percent  of  flights  moved 
30  000  fror^^Runwav^^^^^  ""T  '""T.  '^^"^^V  27.  more  than 

are  typiS  afSLd  hv ^""^"^  ^2.  Since  neighborhoods 
s^me  n^ahborhnlH      Tn't^^^"       ^""'^y-  ^^^hts  increase  flights  over 

some  neighborhoods  by  50-70.000-more  than  triple  current  levels.  (And.  when  the  PRAS 


Darryl  Pomicter  o 

April  22,1999 

percentages  were  formulated  In  the  early  eighties,  no  one  agreed  to  current  levels  of 

ron^in7  h"'"''^'^  '^^^  20  years-much  less  Massporfs  intended 

continued  increase  without  limit  over  time.)  "iienaea 

fr=ffio ,  ^^^""3-  threatened  that,  if  the  new  runway  is  not  built 

traffic  will  still  increase  and  the  primary  runways  will  be  used  for  more  than  90%  of 

~raL?slS^^  Ofcou'S^^ 
hlTcoH  1  ^°  ^'^^0"^  ''■'"rts;  and  the  primary  runways  will  still 

?Jn!n  '^'^^'y-  i^st  take  longer  for  the  excess  to  grow.  (No  coSra^nt 
given  to  limits  on  operations,  maximum  capacity.)  consiaeration  is 

hppn  v.iH°?^"X^?°'^  '^"^'"9  as  the  1 1*  in  the  US  in  operations  and  the     in  delavs  has 

S  CA^^^^^^^^  AR^ "'T"  """^^  delay  ranktf^^^^^^^^ 

1 7^  N?.!?!  in"  ^  meetings  we  noted  to  Director  Blute  that  the  additional  rankina  of 
Lnr^Zn^^^^^'^^'^r''''^'^''  ^  ^^^^^9^  ""^ber  of  passengers  on  e^^^^^^^ 

numLr  of  ^  °"  ^^"^  P'^"«        also  improve  the  ranking  sfnce  the  same 

number  of  passengers  on  fewer  planes  should  have  fewer  delays  At  t^e  State  House 

?urthL?'     T""'  ^J''^  "PP"'      ^"^^  that  17-  in  passengers  wN  e  sCdelavs 

madrn?^h'  ^"^^y  t°  decrease  delays.^  (No  mentL  Js 

made  Of  the  operations  11^  ranking  or  the  alternative  of  getting  more  passengers  on  each 

recent  Dns/DRp'^^n^''"  ^^^^°^s^"'"9    ^ank  from  eighth  in  1990  to  sixth  in  1997  in  their 
recent  DEIS/DEIR  (page  1-13).  and  they  note  the  FAA  figure  for  1997  of  25  2  delavs  oer 
1.000  operations  (27.%)  (page  m  i).  jhey  exclude  the  FAA  delay  figureffor  plr  vears 
Which  have  dropped  steadily  from  a  peak  of  39.23  (under  4%)  inT992  ^ 
www.ASC.FAA  GOV).  More  complete  detail  was  included  in  the  r  1 995  Airside 
imp^vements  Feasibility  Study  (page  M).  different  from  the  cu 'en  FM  fi^^^^^^  with 

nandicap  is  made  in  any  case  for  inherently  worse-than-average  New  England  weather  or 

ira! t:°ur:dttra^^^^^^^^^^^^  ^^^^^    ^■■^^  ^'-^ 

r;nw.u'i^f:olT°'^'l[^?"^'  '''''^'y  "^^''^^''^^  presentations  state  strongly  that  the  new 

Ttud^V^i^l^^^^^  """^  ''^y'  "  "^^'^       Airside  Improvements  Feasibility 

forecLt  2m  0^^^^^^    '^'7'  T'" 80-100.000  hours  for  the  year  (page  1-4).  They 
riJrrc  i     •      ^"'"'^  °^^^'^y     ^999  and  estimated  that  Runway  14/32  "could  reduce 
M™.f  i'qo^^  '^^^  y^^^-     a  10%  reduction  (pages  V-23  &  V^4) 

Massport  s  997  Annual  Update  only  mentions  delays  in  connection  w^th  the  Airside 

!T27oonTn  '-'^-^'^^^    "°  ^^t^''  ^h^'^  ^«^«nt  DEIS/DeTr  estimates 

taxiwav  dpTr'f  '^^^^  °^,d^'^y  1998"  (page  1-1 1).  separately  adds  22.000  hourTfor 
19roor.nnfl    '        °°  "P^^t^  th^''^  1999  estimates  to  136.000- 

^oS;s  totam  35  omT'  ''^'^^  approximately  159  000 

199^  h^IJ  il   V      °'  """""^y^  ^""^  24.000  for  taxiways)  modeled  aircraft  delay  in  the 
dPiic  ?  ^P^^^  ^-2^^-  "^"^h  °f  the  delay  estimates  add  the  runway  and  taxiway 

Redu'Ld^^^^^^^^^  '  M-        °'      '""^'^^  ^^^'"^^tes  combine  the  Runway  1 4/32  and 

Ss"  and  -/^^  A^t'"^  ^2^^'^''      ^'^^^^"^    ^"^^y  ^^'at«d  delay  between  -AH 

Actions  and  All  Actions  except  Runway  14/32"  is  still  20.000  hours  for  the  likely  1999 
scenano  (page  4-33)-a  16%  reduction-and  a  22%  reduction  for  the  likely  future 


Darryl  Pomicter  t 

April22,1999 

'    M'?r=nl°H.'  '^"r  *f  ''^'f  <=^"^"'^«o"'     Logan  delays  are  substantially  lower  than 
Massport  s  estimates.  (Under  which  shell  is  the  pea.  which  card  covers  the  Queen?) 

1 995  Ai^sWe  F^SirlfH"^""",''  f""'"^    ""^^  ^SS.OOO.OOO  may  be  realized"  in  their 
1995  Airside  Feasibility  Study,  calculating  21,000  delay  hours  with  a  $3  100  ooerational 
cost  per  hour  (page  V-24).  Separately,  the  $3,100  per  hour  was  divided  inS 
operating  costs  of  aircraft  to  the  airlines  and  approximately  $2,200  traveled'  Msts  of  delav 
Loofn  «  \  "  "J^'^  °'  deTay  Lns«en' g  the 

airS  ^va^ued'3^?^r'''K''  'r^'"''  ^  ^'^''^e  53  passenge^  ^r 

=nrt^  w  r  ,  *f  """^ ^"  ^"''^S^  economic  cost  to  passengers  of  $1  431- 
in  1999?!  has  ^       Vi!^^'  ^0,000  hours  estimaUto  be  saved 

Lfflrts  on  other^l^fH^^'^^  P"!  °"  'he  negative 

affects  on  others-no  decreased  property  value,  decreased  ability  to  business  or 

^::^--r^>tJ'''  r  ^  ^t^^^  -tlmated  a,  /houX  x  S  days/week 

than  $1  OM  MO  OoS^^^L^Tnn      h T'"""™  """^'^  ''"»'<'V  more 

t^Vr^ili       .     .  *®  "^'^^  "^^'^  s'^'s  Of  the  full  equation  (A  recentiv  added 

»  exisTn™  f^ T?™^  r      "^'^  '"""^^  '^^  demoSd 
replace  existing  cargo  facilities  or  to  relocate  those  businesses.) 

Leloptd  «^^rel^v,?r'°''';;^r"'"'~^^  '^^^""^^       "^"^"m  is  being 

rn^^if  f  ^"^"'^  '"^  9^"^'^'  ^"3«on  (rather  than  as  a  regional  airport  for 

tha^  Pnl  T^^"^' '=^'3°  ^™"°">-  ■^''^y  ft  already  has  r^o^Crat  ons 

that  i,  ranks  ecoSL'^r  "^^^  °'  ^"  DHsSnotes 

Masloorr!  100?  f    Off^t'ons  among  New  England  airports,  behind  Logan  (page  2-41) 

annual  ODerattans  arM.  '""^^  ISs'oOO 

annual  operations  at  Hanscom  are  single^ngine  piston  aircraft  and  that  41%  (77  000)  of 

bul  T/'^  touch-and-go  flight  training  operations  with  single-enghe  piston  a^ift- 
.hi  ,'^^^^P°'1<'°«=  "0'  inolude  this  detail  m  their  DEIS/DEIR  or  verbally  S^hat  Hanroom 

and  manaoed  h  M°'''  '"f"^  ^^''^''^  ^"^  5,000  foot  runways  (and  now  owned 
and  managed  by  Massport),  has  unused  capacity  for  50,000  or  substantially  more 

^rgTZXTaX'''  ^  ^^-nce  of  commerdal  pa  sender  and 

Si^o  1  nnlf  h  .?  "^"«om-located  in  the  middle  of  more  than  50%  of  the  passengers 
using  Logan-both  presently  and  in  planning,  is  not  addressed.)  passengers 

more  tecVnSlv  colJListe^  f     '.°  '""^  "^^^"""^  ""^  "i^^^ion  to  provide 

and  p  0  Snee/J^^^^^^^^  'T  *         ''"^e  study 

facilitatina  air  ,r=mr  ^il        ™  *  '^'^^  evaluates  the  positive  and  negative  impacts  of 

env  olenT^^efor^^^^^^^  'S^T^  ^"^  °'  ^"  °'        affected  and  of  our 

ivironmeni— oetore  any  additional  expansion  of  operations  is  allowed. 

Thank  you  for  your  efforts. 
Sincere^,^^- — ^ 


cc:  CAC 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  176 
Darryl  Pomicter 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

176.1 

Analysis 
Assumptions 

Passenger 
Forecasts 

Massport's  presentation  of  information,  in  print  and 
vert)ally,  mixes  operations  and  passengers,  quantities  and 
percentages-presenting  what  at  that  point  is  most 
favorable  and  omitting  what  at  that  point  is  unfavorable. 
They  should  consistently  present  operations  and 
passengers  figures  with  both  quantities  and  percentages, 
including  subtotals  and  totals. 

The  Airside  Project  involves  a  substantial  amount  of  technical 
analysis  and  data.  In  public  presentations  iVlassport  has 
sought  to  simplify  the  presentation  of  results  in  order  to  focus 
non-technical  audiences  on  major  conclusions  and  summary 
points.  However,  all  of  the  technical  analysis  and  data  is 
contained  in  the  environmental  documents.  Please  refer  to 
the  main  volume  and  the  technical  appendices  of  the  Airside 
Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

176.2 

Alternatives 

Other  Non- 
Construction 
Alternatives 

A  longer  range  study  and  proposal  is  needed,  which  more 
fairly  evaluates  the  positive  and  negative  impacts  of 
facilitating  air  traffic  while  respecting  the  health  and  well 
being  of  all  of  those  affected  and  of  our  environment 
before  any  additional  expansion  of  operations  is  allowed. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
Airside  Project,  consistent  with  established  federal  and  state 
scoping  directives.  Appropriate  mitigation  associated  with  the 
Airside  Project  has  also  been  established.  Massport  has 
programs  in  place  to  reduce  the  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  Logan  Airport  as  a  whole.  These  initiatives 
are  described  in  the  Logan  Airport  ESPR  (previously  GEIR) 
and  its  updates. 

Letter  176:  Daryl  Pomicter 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Cc: 
Bcc: 
'^rom  : 

bject ; 

-.e: 

each; 
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Priority: 
Defer  until: 
Expires : 
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Arthur  Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 
<Beverlysky@aol . com> 


Logan  Airport  Expansion,  bad  for  Boston  k=h  ^  u  • 
Tuesday,   April  20,    1999  13:14:46  EDT       '  ^""^^ 
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N 

Normal 


LETTER  177 


Mr.  Robert  Durand,  Secretary 

100  Cambridge  Street     2  0Lh  Floor 
Boston,   MA  02202 

Dear  Mr.  Durand, 

bSg'sorSoo^mLS^S^I^ye^  o'v^'"'^^  [J^^  ^^^^  ^^/^^  ^^^1 

data  Massport  expects  a  300r?Lrease^nlughts?^'^  '^^'^ 

"pS^osLf  anHp^L^j^L  -  March  2  at 

Wcked  wi?E  peopi:?\os??y  f?Sf  E^sfBo^r  ^^^^^^^^  ^i^^-t .  The  chafer  was 
Jamaica  Plain,  Lmirvilirand  the  louth  EnS'  ""^^Fh  Dorchester,  Roxbury, 

person  in  the  South  End  who  cant  sle^n  of  ^^^^  ^  the  only 

and  Sundays  in  the  summer    The  plane^start   fl""-'^  ^""^  °"  Saturdays 

the  wind  is  coming  from  the  southwest  anci\lj^''^.r^''  ^^^^  ^^^^  minutes  if 
prevailing  wind  from  the  bbtiZ  IrZI     \t  southwest  wind  is  the 

closed  bu?  it  doesnt  he?p  wxndnw.  ^^^^ •   ^  ^^^P  ^i^dows 

the  planes.   If  i  want  to  sit  out  Sn^5  h  ^  ^^^^^  counting 

neighbor  without  having  to  stop  e?L7fewt.     ^^'^^  '^^^  °-  t°  ^ 

my  house.  ^  ^  ^""^^^  minutes  as  another  big  bird  buzzes 

These  planes  sound  like  an  endless  n;.r-;,rio         •     ,  u 

worst  of  it.     These  planes  are  like  aian^  r-     ^^^^^ammers.   That  isnt  even  the 
fuel  emissions,  every  five  minutes'  T.tT    5°^  dusters  filled  with  deisel 
homeowners  in  the  SE  have  watched  a.  nnJ  k  deep  breath.  There  is  more.  We 
value,   and  our  tax  rates  to  match     We  are  ""^^^  ^2^?'^^  ^^^P^^d  in 

neighborhood,   a  nice  ten  minute  li^f        ^^designated  historic  Victorian 
We  are  blessed  with  faSulo^s  restairants"  f  ^f  ^^^^ouse  and  Boston  Common, 
great  people  mix  of  racial     cSltu?al  ann'       ^^^^^^^  artists  community,  a 
We  are  on  a  major  fliaht  n^^h  f        i  economic  diversity. 

This  is  a  no  -'braine?  'w^^'.ants  ^o^U^ /'"h"^  ^^^^^  ^^^P-^  • 

Developers  will  not  advertise  thL?.^^       ^"der  a  flight  path? 

Real  Estate  agents,  developers  Sf  w.^h  ^''^        '^^^^  brochures. 

have  a  difficult  time  seUing  iCxurC  ^esfdr  ^^^^^ 

n---ghborhood  if  thev  hav^  ^^     luxury  residences  m  a  desirable 

•ribe  all  the  amen^^Ies     You'ca'nr  h'S  ^^^^^  customers  as  they 

pollution  isnt  sS  obvious     bur  t  x's'"°''^  pollution.   Its  noisy.  ^ 
causes  heart  and  lung  disease'   Wp  h  insidious.  Air  pollution 

g  aisease.   We,    residents  of  the  South  End  will  come 


Bolton'^he  goo^  peopfe  of'^^^.^^^^r"  neighborhood  into  the  new  East 

years.  A  war^o  p?o?ect  thai?  qua??trof'T!f^"r  -^-V 
than  it  already  has.   I  was  very  impressed  iff h  h°'"  ^^^^f ^S^^^ing  any  more 
'Citizens  were  about  levels  of  ora^nf^  knowledgeable  these 

lissions  from  airplanl  fue?  exh^nS^  organic  pollutants  in  the 

•ganizations  tha?^they  must  work  with  ^  ^^^'"1^^°^'  beaurocratic 
.vels.  These  were  workina  class  ne^n^      h     k^""^^'  ^^^^  l^^^l 

environmental  impact  reports  tha^^rn5^     ^^P.^^^^  ^ead  these  ten  year 
inches  thick  and'^unders^and  them'  Sassoort  ^n^^  °^  ^^-^"^ 
of  these  studies  as  a  directive  to  enfaro^  .""^^^^^^^  the  end  result  of  all 
speakers,   who  had  charts,  graphs    maSs    and  h,^n  f  ^JP^^^ '        quote  one  of  the 
screen  Expansion  of  LogaA  aiSort  w???'-        ^^^l^ted  points  on  the  video 
Logan.  Of  Course.   It  wiU  be  a  oood  the  quality  of  service  at 

On  the  other  hand  it  wUl  be  a  Ihort  r^Z      h^T  ^^^^^^^^  Logan, 
people  who  live  and  worh  in  Boston    The^^?  disaster  for  the 

make  was  how  good  for  c.  e  Sconom?  inh^  5  ^g^^^  ^^^""^  Massport  wanted  to 
runway  would  be.  Yes,   thl  convention  ^^n^''  <:^orivention  center  this  new 

jobs-  Where  will  the  people  who  qerth^S^^-  P^°"^^^^%thirteen  thousand  new 
in  the  convention  cenLr  or  colutxna^         v  fhn^"'^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^^9 

These  are  Massports  projections^n  ^"^^^''^^'''^  '^"''^  planes  a  year! 

estimate.  These  planes  w?U  need  fa^^JfT  '^^^  ^""^  ^  conservative 
these  people  into  the  tunnels     comJ^a  fAd^n'^'   ""^u^        o^^er  to  disgorge  all 
that  the  new  runway  will  £e  uAid^rec^ionfl^  ih?" JS^^  claimed  at  the  meeting 
Only  for  takeoffs?  Only  for  landxnas^  ?^  ^ "       t""^  direction  will  that  be? 
planes  now.  More  planes  a?e  lust  thfr  matter.  There  are  too  many 

yes,   they  will  come.  ^  '"^^^  Planes.   If  Massport  builds  itT 

The  problem  is  where  will  wr  nr^o  A^  ^v.^ 

talked  about  giving  back  to  rh.Vf  "meeting  Massport  representatives 

Massport  has  Ltiallv  oaid  hn^^l  ^  ^^^'^  '^^^^  ^^is,  but 

homes  from  the  noiseT  ?aik  about  oani.'^•^''^  ^^'^S  '°  soundproof  their 
1  never  want  to  go  outside     TL^i^    ^^^^''^"^^^•  ^^^^  ^^^^^  ^reat  if 
3  kids  in  Eastie^  Another  banSaxd    Wn,  ^^^'^^  ^^^^^  baseball  fields  for 

cx  field  as  jumbo  jets  slZ  tnt^t  tt'  r^"^  ^^^^  ^^^^  running  around 

in  a  park  breathing  ?n  this  s?iff'  i?I^°^'  overhead?     Would  you  want^o  sit 
pay  us  all  off,   build  more  park"  in^n^!?'"^  Massport  cannot 

problem  of  quality  of  Ufe  go  away  ^"'"^^  "'^^^  ^his 

We  are  the  endangered  species  here 

ma:k^^?rtL^lS?uL?°^i?  T^^l^ZJll  ---/^^^  and  gas 

to  all  the  tourists  and  conventioneers  arit^n/^^^"''^  ?  distasteful  message 
were  all  supplied  with  their  nwi^S?^  .       ^^''^  ^^^^  '^Q^'   unless  they 

flight.  ^^^"^  pollution  kit  as  they  emerge  from  their 

?h/^^^  ^^^"'/n  ^^""^  ^  5°°^  experience  after  all 

waL?s°"oLif'?L'°mo:f  b^a^til^il^^r^  '^^^  ^^^^ 

Francisco's.  —u.x^ui  narpors  m  the  world,    I  think,   rivaling  San 

off'to'us  bf  ^g'bSdin^s'and'r'  -  °-  -^Y-  Closed 

greenbelt  will  L  li^e  Site?  thr^I^erff-  ""^"^  beautiful  downtown 

estate  turned  into  a  flight  path  for  expressway  is  torn  down.   Prime  Real 

Castle  Island,   in  South  loston     is  I  .  ^""f  air  contaminants, 

islands  and  the  skyline,   it  is' rearet?u?w^^''i^''  ^i?^^  ^°  ^^^^  ^^^^^^ 
time  there,   especially  in  the  mormn^^^^  unbearable  to  spend  any  length  of 

times.  YOU  can  almost'^touch  the  pjanis  tht"".T''^%"^  5^^"  °"  ^^^^ 

minutes.   It  is  imoo^qihi^  tV.  1^    ^^^"^^^  ^^^^  take  off  and  land  every  few 

n^ver  mind  tie  sS^  of  ;xhaustluls°"'r""''°"  ^'"""^  overhead, 

exnaust  fumes.     Now  we  must  take  our  battle  to  the 

.erTtT,  or^'of  thrsake"o?1?^\L°  '""^  ^^^^  °'  convention 

le  saKe  ot  all  these  corporations  and  businesses  that 


a^tL^^^e^^lJt^an;^  ^t^^^  international  airport  ri.ht  in  the  heart, 

S^tL'%\^rp^iit°to^L'%:n^^^^        ^r^'^^^^li^^^T'on  the  proxi.i., 

^ome.  New  York  all  have  international  IirSor^^  ^Lf^^•  ^^^i^'  ^okyo, 

traffic  conditions)   hours  from  the  hear?  o?  ^hf                 °^  (depending 

-.h  have  high  speed  rail  transports    Whefw?^                     ^^^^  Heathrow 

we  xn  Boston  are  wa.ing  .,p  f  rL^^L^'^o  ■  se^n^-sSJ^^^^'^he^"?^.^^"^^ ' 
Protect  us.   Protect  our    own  fmm  ^hn•o  .  -> 

values  and  the  daily  qua  ^  ?ty  of  our  ]  fv^f  h     '  Property 
Say  no  to  Runway  14/3I  o.^ce'^and  ?or  111 

Sincerely, 


Beverly  Sky 

36  Upton  Street 

Boston,   MA  02118 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  177 
Beverly  Sky 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

177.1    ;  General 

;  1  strongly  object  to  any  expansion  of  Logan  Airport 

i  Comment  noted. 

\  Opposition 

j  runways. 

Letter  177:  Beverly  Sky 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


LETTER  178 


April  22, 1999 

FAA  Office  of  Airports 
800  Independence  Avenue,  SW 
Washington,  DC  20591 
Room  600  East 


Dear  Madam  or  Sir: 


I  am  writing  to  complain  about  the  growing  number  of  planes  that  take  off  directly  over 
the  city  of  Boston  from  Logan  Airport.  According  to  Massport  officials,  this  noise  is 
caused  by  the  use  of  the  runway  configuration  33/27,  which  is  used  based  on  wind  and 
other  factors.  This  runway  is  often  in  use  during  the  very  early  morning  hours  and  late 
evening  hours,  since  according  to  Massport  officials  its  use  during  peak  hours  would 
cause  too  many  delays  at  the  airport.  Planes  are  constantly  departing  directly  over  the 
central  city,  from  6:00am  to  1 1:00pm.  The  situation  has  become  unbearable. 

After  repeated  calls  to  Massport  over  the  past  year,  the  situation  continues  to  worsen 
The  departure  route  is  the  most  densely  populated  take-off  routing  from  Logan,  by  far. 
This  routing  is  ahnost  never  used  for  arrivals.  I  have  found  that  no  matter  the  wind 
condition,  this  configuration  is  often  used.  Based  on  reports  that  I  have  received  from 
Massport,  this  routing  is  used  in  various  wind  conditions.  On  Sunday,  March  14,  it  was 
also  used  in  calm  wind  conditions.  In  addition,  stage  II  aircraft  are  not  allowed  to 'land  or 
depart  Logan  before,  7:00am.  This  is  not  the  case,  as  I  have  visually  observed  stage  II 
aircraft  depart  from  as  early  as  6:15  am. 

Massport  and  the  FAA  need  to  address  these  concerns  and  avoid  disnipting  the  life  of 
Boston  resident  at  the  benefit  of  the  more  wealthy  suburbs.  It  makes  no  logical  sense  to 
have  planes  take  off  directly  over  the  most  densely  populated  area  in  the  region 
especially  at  tunes  when  people  are  sleeping.  Flights  should  be  arranged  to  take  off  ove^ 
the  ocean  and  over  less  populated  areas.  At  the  same  time,  Massport  needs  to  find  a 
solution  to  overcrowding  of  the  runways  by  finding  an  ahemate  site  for  airport 
expansion,  such  as  Hanscom  Field,  and  not  a  new  runway  at  Logan. 

Thank  you  and  best  regards. 


John  Stewart. 

34  Rutland  Square 

Boston,  MA  021 18 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  178 
John  Stewart 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


178.1  Noise 


Runway  Use       Planes  are  constantly  departing  directly  over . . .  central 
[Boston],  from  6:00  AM  to  1 1 :00  PM.  The  situation  has 
become  unbearable. ..and  the  situation  continues  to 
worsen.  The  departure  route  is  the  most  densely  populated 
take-off  routing  from  Logan,  by  far.  This  routing  is  almost 
never  used  for  arrivals. 


178.2     Noise  I  Nighttime  Stage  11  aircraft  are  not  allowed  to  land  or  depart  Logan 

Noise  before,  7;00  AM.  This  is  not  the  case  as  I  have  visually 

obsen/ed  Stage  II  aircraft  depart  from  as  early  as  6:15  AM. 


178.3     Noise  Nighttime  It  malces  no  ...sense  to  have  planes  take  off  directly  over 

Noise  the  most  densely  populated  area  in  the  region,  especially  at 

times  when  people  are  sleeping. 


Response 

Table  6.2-17  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows 
nighttime  jet  operations  projected  to  increase  from  144  in 
1998,  to  as  many  as  231  under  the  No  Action  Alternative  with 
the  2015  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet.  However,  regardless  of  the 
fleet,  many  of  the  future  night  operations  are  the  result  of 
delays  that  will  occur  as  demand  at  Logan  Airport  continues 
to  increase.  One  of  the  direct  benefits  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  is  that  it  will  reduce  these  night  operations  by  32 
to  43  flights  depending  on  the  fleet  forecast,  though  any 
alternative  to  the  No-Action  scenario  will  help  alleviate  some 
of  the  projected  delays. 

In  addition,  Massport  is  committed  to  exploring  other 
measures  to  reduce  nighttime  noise  whether  or  not  the 
Preferred  Alternative  is  implemented. 

By  Federal  regulation,  as  of  December  31, 1999,  Stage  2 
airplanes  weighing  more  than  75,000  pounds  are  no  longer 
permitted  to  fly  in  the  continental  United  States.  There  are, 
however,  Stage  2  airplanes  less  than  75,000  pounds  which 
the  FAA  still  permits  to  operate.  Thus,  Massport  continues  to 
enforce  its  nighttime  noise  rules  which  apply  universally  to  all 
weights  of  aircraft. 


The  preferential  runway  rules  at  Logan  Airport  have  late  night 
departures  on  Runway  16  over  the  harbor  as  the  highest 
priority  to  minimize  departures  over  highly  populated 
neighborhoods. 

The  Night  Equivalent  Sound  Level  (LeqN)  was  calculated  at 
23  selected  locations  for  all  fleets  and  scenarios. 
Tables  6.2.17  and  6.2.18  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
report  these  data  for  the  29M  Low  and  37.5M  High  Fleet 
scenarios  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  The  results  show 
that,  at  most  locations,  the  LeqN  for  the  future  fleets  is  lower 
than  for  the  1993  case.  Where  there  is  an  increase  in  LeqN, 
the  reason  was  the  increase  in  flights  for  the 
No  Action  Alternative,  which  generally  was  mitigated  by  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  These  results  indicate  that  there  will  be 
less  sleep  disturbance  in  the  future  than  that  cun-ently 
experienced. 

Refer  to  Section  7.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  of  cumulative  noise  impacts. 


Letter  178:  John  Stewart 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


178.4 


Regional 
Transportation 


Regional 
Airports 


...Massport  needs  to  find  a  solution  to  overcrowding  of  tlie 
runways  by  finding  an  alternative  site  for  airport  expansion, 
such  as  Hanscom  Field  and  not  a  new  runway  at  Logan. 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR,  specifically  considered  the  role  of  Hanscom  Field 
in  the  analysis  of  regional  alternatives.  Hanscom  Field,  which 
serves  as  a  general  aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport, 
already  accommodates  a  significant  number  of  aircraft 
operations  (183,000  operations  in  1998).  The  Hanscom  Field 
activity  includes  private,  business,  charter,  and  air  taxi 
operations  that  might  othenwise  use  Logan  Airport.  Since  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  was  filed.  Shuttle  America,  a 
newly  founded  airline,  began  commercial  scheduled 
operations  at  Hanscom  Field,  offering  limited  turboprop 
services  to  short-haul  regional  markets  -  Trenton,  Buffalo, 
Hartford  (discontinued),  Wilmington,  Delaware  (discontinued), 
and  Greensboro.  Shuttle  America  is  also  conducting 
operations  between  Hanscom  and 
New  York  LaGuardia  Airport.  While  Massport  supports 
commercial  service  at  Hanscom  Field  consistent  with  its 
established  limits  (60  seat  regulation),  Massport  believes  that 
Hanscom  Field  will  maintain  its  role  as  a  major  general 
aviation  reliever,  and  that  its  geographic  proximity  to  Logan, 
Worcester  Regional  and  Manchester  airports  will  prevent  its 
development  as  a  significant  commercial  airport.  Additionally, 
commuter  airlines  serving  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely  to  move 
a  significant  number  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to 
Hanscom  Field,  since  approximately  50  percent  of 
passengers  on  Logan  Airport's  commuter  flights  connect  to 
other  Logan  Airport  flights  and  a  significant  number  of 
passengers  are  travelling  to  Boston.  However,  any  new 
commercial  service  initiatives  proposed  for  Hanscom  Field 
shall  be  reviewed  for  consistency  with  the  Hanscom  GEIR 
(HGEIR)  and  its  Annual  Updates,  and  shall  be  considered  by 
the  Hanscom  Area  Town  Selectmen  (HATS).  Refer  to 
Section  2.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion 
of  Hanscom  Field. 


Letter  178:  John  Stewart 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


from   the   desk  of 

VINCENT  R.  TINO 


LETTER  179 

March  29,  1999 


Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention:  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  .Vthur  Pugsiey  -  EOEA  No.  10458 

100  Cambridge  Street 

20*  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 


Dear  Mr.  Pugsiey: 


Although  I  suppon  socal  progress  and  economic  growth  for  the  Commonwealth  1  bel.eve 
the  add,oon  of  Runway  14/32  would  only  be  a  temporary  soluuon  to  a  long-term  problem 
The  lack  o    avatlable  land  and  buffer  area  poses  many  barners  to  growth  af  lie" 
Internaaonal  Atrport.   Therefore.  I  feel  that  a  second  atrport  would  better  se^  A  re^o^ 

Sce^n"  '  "P""^'        "^P°"  --l^ble  config^   non   0  more 

effiaendy  move  passengers.  Therefore,  pnvate  civ,l  avarion  and  cargo  operations  shouU  be 
relocated  »  suburban  .rf.elds.  Operauons  at  Logan  should  cap  L.I  l^Zt^ttoK 
LTO 'los'^^  'hh  '°  """"""  *^°"8^P"'        '--ased  p^Tenge  -t! 

tt  °i."  e  delays.  ■  ^'  "  -^^'ds  would  hdp 

Phn'n*;"pS:ct"  VdumT;' n°  ™  *^  improvements 

^  ™,ng,lro,ect.  Volume  I,  Draft  Envronmental  Impact  Statement/Report  (February 

Chapter  6.3  d.scusses  the  a,r  qual.ty  .mpacts  associated  w.th  the  proposed  project  Sect.on 
tl  \  methodology  used  ,n  the  a,r  qual.ty  analys.s.  The  r^ethodology  states  hat 

A,  HoXk  'PT'T,-''°''''"«  ^'"'-^  (Lt^^S)  was  used  to  assess  a,r  uual  ty  mpacts 

^Ss  t  itti'izt  r  US  E '-^"'-"y-"^'  -^vs.^  f^iT  toTr;: 

P.^     I  A  A  J  ^  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and  the 

5  ,s  tt' f'°"  ^'"■"7?'°"  (PAA)  for  a,r  qual.ty  ^alyses.  Appendl  W  of  0  c"r  pt 
51  1^ ts  the  Emissions  and  D.spers.on  Modeling  System  (EDMS)  a^  4e  preferred  d^er^.^n 
model  tor  .rport  .r  qudity  analyses.  The  FedtiReg-ster  (dated  Apnl  n  ,  "98)  st  fes Tt 
FA.A  poky  (docket  number  29194)  requires  the  "use  of  EDMS  ,0  asse'ss  the    r  oud^w 

Ta'::::Ltri?:rar'.::^rv'r'°p™"'  p™'="^-"  t:LTzz 

of  he  LDMS  A^F^"  P"'-"-  PEP)        EPA  Region  1  approve 

are  ucluded  ;*  ouf;^4w      ~  ^^'^^  "  ™'  -f--- 


-2- 


MARCH29, 1999 


Section  6.3.1.2  discusses  the  inputs  for  the  dispersion  modeW  anaJvsis  Th.  h.Vh...  ^ 
most  conservative  concentrations  fn„r,^  \.         ■  ■       ,^  analysis,    ihe  highest  and 

at  the  property  boundal^^f  2  ^  r  m  ""^""^      ^"^'^  ^^>'^'^  "^"^'^ 

mciude'din'thi^Xsis^Ajioth^^^^^^^^^  H  h"""'  '"''^  receptors 'are  not 

these  receptor  locations  ^^^t^o  pV^tt  ZIT'^  -^P"''"^'^  ^^P' 
receptors  ^e  at  points  located  a  s. A  concentrations,  since  the 

.rport  in  such  cLe  P^x^l^t  toTe^e^L^^^^^^^^^  ^ 

™rhrs.  Tht'  th°:ra.Lt\o~> '-n  = 

;^..underes..;^=;^^— 

"6.3-2'p™                tl'""  '~                    ^'^Pe-n  modeling. 

hydrocarbonsVcrn."oZdToxS^^^  concentra.ons  of  carbon  monoxide  (CO), 

diameter  (PM, ).  /dtho^ef  Table  t  ^ 

average  pL,„  LZ^onl^^^^^^^^^^  ^'^^^           — ^  ^^-Hour 

Table  6.3-2  reports  a  value  between  45  48  '  /m'  beTdd  f  K  "'^^^ 

annual  background  PM   conrentrT/^       k  be  added  as  background.   Similarly,  the 

I  '  ^^10  concentration  is  shown  to  be  24  ug/m'  fin  Table  S  3  9  1  QQn    u  1 

the  value  added  as  background  in  Table  6.3-2  .s  shown  to  ^/S  U 
the  unit  conversion  from  h^rtcr^..,,,.^     1  "-^  jig/m  .  AJso,  it  appears  that 

performed  .con:i  tet^y  and  P^,™       ^f-"  (PP-)  »  Mg/m' has  been 

calculations:  ^  following  table  presents  a  summary  of  the 


-  Averaging 
Time 

Reported  Second 
Highest 
Background 

Implied 
Conversion  Factor 

Average  AP-42 
Conversion  Factor 

Corrected  Second 
Highest 
Background 

Pollut.int 

PPm 

Mg/m^ 

(Mg/m^)/ppm 

(pg/mVppm 

pg/m^ 

CO 

1-hour 
8-hour 

7.7 
4.9 

4446 
2262 

577 
462 

1140 
1140 

8778 
5586 

NO, 

1-hour 
Annual 

0.09 
0.03 

173 
58 

1922 
1933 

1880 
1880 

169 
56 

Ir  IS  clearly  shown  that  the  conversion  of  TO  anri  Mn  r 


March  29, 1999 


EPAs  Compilation  of  Air  Pollution  Emission  Factors  CAP       ic    i  .  / 

review.  racrors  (AI  -42)  is  also  provided  for  your 

annual  NO,  and  PM„  concen»-a„ons  of  53-58  t/nf'td''2T"/  """"^  ^^^^8^°""'' 
6.3-10  through  6.3-14  present  max.mun,  toL  NO         ^    .^l^     '  "^P'™^'''^-  Tables 
24  Mg/m'.  respectively.    Rrsdy  Ae  hXr  h,^l,      ^"  """"'"°°'>=  °f  55  (or  56) 
Mg/m')  should  be  summed  =°"«n«t,on  (in  A,s 

case  58 

conservative  result.  It  appears  tha7rh.  I  """"■"tio"  to  produce  the  more 

the  modeled  vdue.  S  co'n d  ^  t  WetVZlod  M  "'^  "1°=  concen^uon  ^  added  to 

concentrauons)  are  surpns,nl  107^  ^00  background  and  total 

errors.  ^    ^  ^'P°"     ')"^"y  ^alyses  and  should  be  checked  for 

?nT,t;:ed~ts':?Stf  LttTr ""^  -^-^  -  ^--^'^  t,nava.,ab,e 

older  en^nes  e.x.st.         "y  ^  el"  ptr""'"  ^i''^'  ™'  ™-  > 
aircraft.  Therefore,  either  particulate  emi!        f    "  ^^O'''-^^.  '"^I"d,ng 

were  om.tted,  or  s.gn.ficanTrslpZr       'gTo^rPM  ^ 
These  assump^ons  would  be  capable' of  greatiy  vafy.ng  Z  rt  1.  of  ^^ri^'s^'^ 

comments  borough,  beffref,„.1rp:^:^f,r;:~^^  the  above 

Sincerely, 

Vincent  R.  Tino 
Enclosures  (3) 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  179 
Vincent  R.  Tino 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


i  179.1 

;  Alternatives 

:  Runway  14/32 

...1  believe  the  addition  of  Runway  14/32  would  only  be  a 
temporary  solution  to  a  long-term  problem. 

i  The  Airside  Project  analysis  is  based  on  alternative  20-year 
forecasts  of  operations  by  aircraft  type.  Only  larger  aircraft 
compatible  with  the  existing  facilities  at  Logan  Airport  are 
included  in  the  future  forecasts  for  Logan  Airport  fleets  on 
which  the  delay  and  environmental  analyses  are  based. 

Because  the  development  of  a  second  major  airport  would 
require  ten  to  15  years  for  site  selection  and  environmental 
,  review  in  addition  to  a  multi-year  construction  period,  this 
:  option  is  not  viewed  as  a  solution  to  accommodating  forecast 
i  demand  over  the  next  20  years.  Service  developments  at 
other  surrounding  airports,  including  Manchester, 
T.F.  Green/Providence  and  Worcester  Regional  airports, 
preclude  the  need  for  a  second  major  airport. 

1  179.2 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

...a  second  airport  would  better  serve  the  region. 

Because  the  development  of  a  second  major  airport  would 
require  ten  to  15  years  for  site  selection  and  environmental 
review  in  addition  to  a  multi-year  construction  period,  this 
option  is  not  viewed  as  a  solution  tn  arrnmmnrl3tinn  fnroract 
demand  over  the  next  20  years.  Service  developments  at 
other  surrounding  airports,  including  Manchester, 
T.F.  Green/Providence  and  Worcester  Regional  airports, 
preclude  the  need  for  a  second  major  airport. 

179.3 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

...private  civil  aviation  and  cargo  operations  should  be 
relocated  to  suburban  airfields. 

Massport  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  development,  operation  1 
or  use  of  infrastructure  at  airports  other  than  Logan  Airport, 
Hanscom  Field,  and  Worcester  Regional  Airport  (as  of 
January  15, 2000).  I^assport  plays  no  role,  however,  in  the 
decisions  of  private  airlines  regarding  air  service  routes  or 
service  levels.  As  proprietor  of  Logan  Airport,  Massport's 
primary  responsibility  is  to  supply,  operate,  and  maintain 
Logan  Airporfs  infrastructure  which  includes  the  runways,  1 
taxiways,  terminal  buildings,  parking  facilities  and  access 
roads.  As  a  recipient  of  federal  airport  grants,  Massport  must  i 
adhere  to  grant  covenants  that  require  it  to  operate 
Logan  Airport  in  such  a  way  so  as  to  ensure  access  and 
availability  for  public  use  on  fair  and  reasonable  tenns  and 
without  unjust  discrimination. 

179.4 

Alternatives 

Other  Non- 
Construction 
Alternatives 

Operations  at  Logan  should  cap  annual  Landing/Takeoff 
operations  (LTD)  but  strive  to  maximize  passenger 
throughput  with  increased  passenger-to-LTO  ratios. 

The  Airside  Project  will  not  change  Logan  Airport's  airfield 
capacity  of  approximately  120  aircraft  operations  per  hour. 
Regarding  caps  on  airport  operations,  federal  constitutional 
provisions  (preemption,  commerce  clauses,  equal  protection),  1 
federal  aviation  statutes  and  regulations,  and  contractual 
provisions  related  to  covenants  in  connection  with  the  Federal  | 
Airport  Improvement  Program  grants  which  Massport 
receives,  restrict  Massport" s  ability  to  control  the  number  of 
aircraft  operations  at  Logan  Airport.  Massport  has  undertaken  [ 
a  comprehensive  mitigation  program,  such  as  Logan 
Airport  Noise  Rules,  for  those  areas  that  fall  within  its  powers  i 
as  propnetor  of  Logan  Airport,  which  are  not  preempted  j 
under  federal  law. 

Letter  179:  Vincent  R.  Tino 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

179.5 

Analysis 
Assumption 

Air  Quality 

...the  Logan  Dispersion  Modeling  System  (LDMS)  was 
used  to  assess  air  quality  impacts.  Altliough  the 
methodology  used  appears  to  be  technically  sound,  the 
analysis  fails  to  follow  guidelines  set  forth  by  the  both  the 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  and  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  for  air  quality 
analyses. 

The  dispersion  model  portion  of  the  LDMS  is  an  EPA- 
approved  model.  The  methodology  is  consistent  with  FAA 
and  EPA  guidelines. 

179.6 

Air  Quality 

NAAQS 

Thus,  the  maximum  concentration  provided  in  Tables  6.3- 
10  through  6.3-14  may  be  underestimated  any  may  fail  to 
comply  with  National  and  State  ambient  air  quality 
standards. 

The  model  and  methods  used  to  develop  these  data  were 
based  on  EPA-  and  DEP-approved  guidelines  and  show  that 
the  NAAQS  will  not  be  violated. 

179.7 

Air  Quality 

Model 

[There  are  inconsistencies  that  need  to  be  either 
explained  or  corrected  in  Section  6.3.2  of  the  DEIR/DEIS 
air  quality  analysis.] 

The  model  and  methods  used  to  develop  these  data  were 
based  on  EPA-  and  DEP-approved  guidelines  and  show  that 
the  NAAQS  will  not  be  violated. 

Letter  179:  Vincent  R.  Tino 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Math  €.  WaTten    ■    LETTER  180 

AltlMfttf 

174  Princeton  Street.  E  Boston 
mall:  P.O.  Box  6148 
Borton.  MA  02209-6146 

Telephone  (617)569-6581 


April  16,  1999 


Secretary  of  Environmental  Afl&irs 

Logan  Draft  Em 

Attention  MEPA  OflBce 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458 

100  Cambridge  Street,  20*  Floor 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02205 


Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 


X,  reviewing  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report  submitted  by  the 

Massachusetts  Port  Authority  I  am  left  with  the  impression  that  it  is  little  more  tl 
^reft^y  ^^ed  obfuscatio.   The  objective  of  Masspon  is  the  expansion  of  Lg^^ 
Airport  s  landmg  capaaty.  The  draft  document  states  the  agency's  justification  for  fhis 
goal  without  suflBaent  consideration  of  the  negative  enviTomnentil  consequents  o 
s^nous  consideration  of  alternatives.  The  confused  logic  of  Massport  doeT^ot  support 


The  report  does  not  adequately  consider  which  segment  of  the  population  wiU  bear 
W3Tl7r:^7:  consequences  of  airport  expansion.   The  ^Lon  of  Runw^ 
14/32  and  the  centerfield  taxiway  will  have  a  disproportionate  negative  impact  on  minorit^ 
and  low-mcome  neighbors  of  Logan  Airport.  Property  owned  by  people  in  lower  socio 
economic  groups  will  face  reduced  property  vahies  to  increased  aircraft  noise. 

^  ^here  I  reside,  for  example,  the  East  Boston  and  Chelsea  communities 

these  peop  e  tend  to  be  recent  Hispanic  immigrants.  The  report  is  silem  on  whylese 

Hanscom  Airport  are  not  confi-onted  by.  or  seriously  considered  for,  proportionate  losses 

Aim^rtTl^  draft  report  ignores  the  weaker  neighbors  of  Logan  International 
Airport,  t  also  fails  to  adequately  consider  a  very  powerful  and  persistent  neighbor  More 
power^  than  the  opposition  any  human  opponent  may  muster's  the  mightTf  the  North 
Atlantic.  As  one  boks  at  a  map,  located  just  to  the  right  of  Logan  is  the  weather  en^e 
that  IS  responsible  for  the  flight  delays  Massport  now  seeksTo  appease  by  run^y 
expansion.  Weather  happens.  No  rational  amount  of  expansion  wiu'Le  the  wearher 
delays  caused  by  the  proximity  of  Logan  Airport  to  the  No^  Atlantic.  Inland  ^temate 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  180 
Mark  C.  Warren,  Esq. 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 


180.1 


Environmental 
Justice 


Topic  2 

Impacts 


Comment 


Response 


The  addition  of  Runway  14/32  and  the  centerfield  taxiway 
will  have  a  disproportionate  negative  impact  on  minority 
and  low-income  neighbors  of  Logan  Airport.  Property 
owned  by  people  in  lower  socioeconomic  groups  will  face 
reduced  property  values  due  to  increased  aircraft  noise. 


The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  was  expanded  for  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Low-income  and  minority 
populations  were  defined  in  accordance  with  Federal 
Executive  Order  12898,  the  Final  United  States  Department 
of  Transportation  Order,  and  the  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality's  guidance  on  environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the 
analysis  of  low-income  populations  was  expanded  to  include 
households  at  1 50  percent  of  poverty  level.  This  analysis 
found  that  there  is  no  high  and  adverse  disproportionate 
impact  to  low-income  and  minority  populations  caused  by  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  home  by  low-income 
or  minority  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
minority,  compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minority  population 
of  38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  includes  a 
predominately  Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which  is 
predicted  under  worst  case  assumptions  to  experience  an 
increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change 
is  not  a  significant  adverse  impact.  The  minority  and 
low-income  populations  in  South  Boston  and  East  Boston 
affected  by  the  Preferred  Alternative  65  dB  DNL  contour  are 
almost  identical  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  65  dB  DNL 
contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  does  not  extend  into 
Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury  and  the  South  End.  ivlitigation  of  the 
increased  noise  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  will  be 
provided  to  affected  communities  in  the  fomi  of  residential 
sound  insulation. 

A  discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice  analysis  is 
presented  in  Section  6.8  of  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  180:  Mark  C.  Warren,  Esq. 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


CC: 
"'TC  : 
om : 

5ject : 
^wite  : 
Attach: 
Certify: 
Priority: 
Defer  until : 
Expires : 
Forwarded  by; 


Arthur  Pugsley@MEPA@EOEA 

14/32^'    ^^''^^''^  <BAWHITE@PARTNERS.ORG> 

Monday,   April   19,    1999  12:39:09  EDT 

N 

Normal 


LETTER  181 


Mr.  Pugs ley, 

at  the  ~t'':faJ?pL^^  (SouthEnd)  ,     x  a.  very  surprised    , , 

location.     increasing  t:h:.s  ?hree-foL  bv  in??H^  ^''^^^''^        ^^^^  8 
considerable  discomfort  =ind  truly  hal  ^  ^"^^^^^9  ^^nway  14/32,  will  add 
lives  here.  ^  ^^^^  ^  ^^^^  negative  effect  on  our 

Boston's  reputation  as  a  livablp  r-ih..  v.,  ^  • 

skyrocket.     Gentrification  has  beai  [f?:d  thTs^ttl" /T^  '° 
property  values  to  an  incrediblv  hf„i  i       ,  ?     ^""^  increased 

ultimately  money  has  come  to  thL  i?r     r^^'     business,   tourism  and 
beautiful  cities  in  tSe  us      Bulfd?^^  because  it  is  one  of  the  most 
-■-.wth.  Building  a  new  runway  can  deteriorate  this 

ai^rts^arelt^a'distSnce'   n   ho'^f^"^  °^  ^hese 

than  Logan.   Prov?dence"and  Horc^ster'a^trpo^s'^^'r  °h'  "^JJ^?^^^- 
maximized,   should  be  the  2nd  snd  iJJ  airports,   already  built  and  not 
Boston.  ^""^  ^■''^  "ajor  airports  for  the  City  of 

BoJton!''Lfe°e^°personho^"'"'P°""'^^  ^hese  cities  and        IQI  0 

that  w^nts  to  r^ocate  Sr  So  b^^tness"  anf     ''"^"'^""^  ^""^  "^"^i"--  ^^''^ 
superior  and  quick  access  to  air'tL^nspS^tat^n^"  ''^^  "^^^ 
Thank  you, 
Barbara  A.  White 
bawhiteOpartners . org 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 


Letter  181 
Barbara  A.  White 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code 

181.1 


Topic  1 

Noise 


Topic  2 
Impacts 


Comment 


181.2 


Regional 
Transportation 


Regional 
Airports 


As  a  new  resident  to  the  City  of  Boston  (Soutii  End),l  am 
very  surprised  at  the  amount  of  airplane  noise  that  is 
already  present  in  this  location.  Increasing  this  three-fold 
by  building  runway  14/32,  will  add  considerable  discomfort 
and  truly  have  a  very  negative  effect  on  our  lives  here. 


Spend  the  effort  on  improving  transportation  between 
...[Providence,  Worcester]  and  Boston,  and  every  person 
who  lives  in  Massachusetts  and  every  business  that 
wants  to  relocate  or  do  business  anywhere  in  the  state, 
will  have  supenor  and  quick  access  to  air  transportation. 


Response 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-12  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

MassHighway  is  preparing  a  Draft  EIS/EIR  an  improved 
access  to  Worcester  Regional  Airport. 


Letter  181:  Barbara  A.  White 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


LETTER  182 


4   Rutland  Square 
Boston,    MA  02118-3106 
April   20,  1993 

Arthur  Pugsley 

Executive  OFFice   oF   Environmental  AFFairs 
100  Cambridge  St 
Boston,    MA  02202 

Dear   Mr.  Pugsley, 


would    result    From  ^°    evaluate    the    health    problems  that 

understand     th«t       -  .''°""'^'^"^°"    °'    "^""^^    ''^Z^^'     although  I 

abn^r^^M      K     k    -  °^    respiratory    diseases     is  already 

to       comm/n.  ^^H  aFFected  by    Log.n     Flights.      I   would  lite 

n^oKK     H    I'           =  °"              =f^^  =  ct    OF    noise    pollution     in  the 

neighborhood    where    I  live           Tho    Qr^-.^-K    e   ^     •        xiuuiun     m  -cne 

"^^     South     End     is    an     h i stor  i  i-a  1  1  « 

p^,.  ,     ...  vy   or    ci-cies   affected    by     inner    city    bliaht  A 

fri«nd  Uving  on  Union  Park,  c»r,:ainly  on=  oF  Boston'.  fiA-at 
raaidential  a=,uera,,  has  alraady  add  her  condo  finding  preaint 
noi^bi,,.       r  °".     '°"-''lyl"9      J"a       Intolarable.        ^h,  lirl 

a      roof    da=°  ^^^''t  discouraged  „a  fro.  building 

und/rstanding    "    ^^a^  con.anding      vi,„.  My 

Found  .ainly'  in  tha  JaTn'ess  world  ^"O^--"^  ^un^.y  is  to  be 
annually    in   real    ^  =  f  =  v      ^iness       world.  I       pay    more     than  $7000 

™ini:a{^::a:d:'o'n"p"bnr::;vi:er'%'°''  ™' 

so  if  tbera  ware  a^  alla^/nVi^a'i-rAor  aa'a^^t  "^rig^Ht"  n'oVs"-^  ^^T^^ 
business      community    miaht    FinH    ^K-ir.  •  nois^.  The 

wanino     iF  ^    '-y  /"ign^    find    their    enthusiasm    For    the  runway 

sounh?  .  ^""^'^  ^'^^  well-heeled  clientele 

sought   peace   and   quiet   elsewhere.  ciienreie 

Si  ncere 1 y , 
Robert  Wynne 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 


Letter  182 
Robert  Wynne 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code 

182.1 


Topic  1 

Noise 


Topic  2 

Impacts 


Comment 


[The  proposed  project  will  have  unacceptable  cumulative 
noise  impacts  on  Boston's  South  End  neighborhood.] 


Response 


Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-12  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  182:  Robert  Wynne 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


LETTER  183 


Edwina  Yezierski 
310  Columbus  Avenue 
Boston,  MA  021 16 
617-536-3509 


Apnl  20.  1999 


Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

ATTENTION:         MEPA  Office 

Re:     Proposed  Runway  1 4/32  -  Logan  Airport 
Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

area  asw^e"  Eny'Ret^l1fo?;rr      ''"""^^        °"     -i-  Boston 

proieclions,  demand  for  passengeTan^afrcraft  TrZT\^'"^  "=^''''"9    "assport's  own 
significantly,  and  fligtit  delayfarf expecte/to  sni?  aT!  "k*'^  ^^f  ^    ^"P^'^'^'' '°  9row 
Logan  has  exceeded  reasonable  cap'act  and  cannofhan^^^^^^^^^  inner-city  aiT>or,. 

witf,ou,  put^ng  Boston,  the  Ha.^ora^d  sur?o"' SfnT^oSties^n  0^^^^^^^^^^^ 

lastlS^eaSrlngr^K^S^^^^^^^^^^^ 

When  I  moved  there  15  years  ago  there  wis  littTe  ^?=nt    ''.'^«^  neighborhood  once  again, 
constant.  At  Smes.  it  sounds  like  a  war  zone  T™L  sawh  Jn!'"  k"""'  " 
not  again  buy  in  the  South  End  and  I  am  sorrv  o  sav  thi^  1 T  "^'"^         °'       '  """^'^ 
same  feelings  about  living  in  downtown  Boston  area  wt^ih  T  P^°P'®  «'<P'-««s 

the  noise  pollution,  there's  also  tfeaTpoSion  to  consider!  ' '  '° 

Senator'^ravaglircong;^^^^^^^^^^^  Communities  are  wording  with 

Representative'oeLeo  a'nd  oS  fnTuppori  ofXlaTsolutfonlli^hr^^^"'^!'"^ 
transportation  problem,  such  as  second^a^  ain^o^nte  c^'  C  rd'y^oron'rst^'V.ere  are 


Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
April  20,  1999 
Page  2 

answers  to  the  problem  which  could  bring  economic  benefit  outside  of  Boston  without  increasinq 
capacity  at  Logan  which  is  not  the  answer.  To  increase  capacity  at  Logan  would  be  severely 
detnmental  to  those  of  us  who  call  the  Boston  area  home  and.  ironically,  to  those  visitors       1 8*^ 
expected  to  fly  here  as  well.  Our  health  and  safety  are  already  at  great  risk.  Our  noise  and  air 
pollution  has  increased  each  year  and  we  cannot  accept  more. 

Your  attention  to  this  serious  issue  is  needed.  I  urge  you  to  meet  with  the  group  of  city 
officials  and  community  leaders  in  opposition  to  the  new  Logan  runway  to  hear  the  concems  of 
the  residents  regarding  our  health  and  the  environmental  impact  of  this  proposal  There  are 
serious  questions  regarding  the  adequacy,  quality  and  reliability  of  information  supplied  by 
Massport.  I  ask  you  to  understand  that  the  quality  of  life  of  the  Boston  area  residents  is 
threatened.  Thank  you  for  your  anticipated  attention  to  this  request. 

Sincerely, 


Edwina  Yezierski 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 


Letter  183 
Edwina  Yezierski 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


183.1 

Alternatives 

Preferred 
Alternative 

As  a  pfiysically  small  inner-city  airport,  Logan  fias 
exceeded  reasonable  capacity  and  cannot  handle  the 
dramatic  projected  demand  without  putting  Boston,  the 
Harbor  and  surrounding  communities  in  extreme  danger. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
Airside  Project,  consistent  with  established  federal  and  state 
scoping  directives.  Appropriate  mitigation  associated  with  the 
Airside  Project  has  also  been  established.  Massport  has 
programs  in  place  to  reduce  the  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  Logan  Airport  as  a  whole.  These  initiatives 
are  described  in  the  Logan  Airport  ESPR  and  its  updates. 

183.2 

Alternatives 

Preferred 
Alternative 

To  increase  capacity  at  Logan  would  be  severely 
detrimental  to  those  of  us  who  call  the  Boston  area  home 
and,  ironically,  to  those  visitors  expected  to  fly  here  as 
well. 

The  goals  of  the  Airside  Project  are  to  reduce  delay,  increase 
the  airport's  efficiency,  and  improve  airfield  safety  in  an 
environmentally  responsible  manner.  The  constmction  of 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32  would  prevent  the  significant 
drop  in  airfield  capacity  that  now  occurs  during 
northwest  wind  conditions.  The  runway  would  not  increase 
Logan  Airport's  normal  operating  capacity  of 
approximately  120  operations  per  hour  which  is  available 
nearly  80  percent  of  the  year,  but  rather  would  allow  this 
capacity  to  be  maintained  more  consistently. 

Letter  183:  Edwina  Yezierski 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Edwina  Yezierski 
310  Columbus  Avenue 
Boston,  MA  02116 
617-536-3509 


LETTER  184 


April  26,  1999 


Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

ATTENTION:         MEPA  Office 

Re:     Proposed  Runway  1 4/32  -  Logan  Airport 
Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

Which  wa^'p'semedTy  M™s"S^^^       '°  "^^  "T^  """-V  14/32  issue 
on  April  25,  1 999.       ^  ^""^  appeared  in  the  Boston  SNnri;.v  r,i^h„ 

considI^e1and^'mpTe^emedl^"'nf  ^Wions  should  be  seriously 

City  of  Boston  ""'"^'"^"'^^  ^=  ^  permanent  solution  to  transportation  needs  of  the 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter. 

Sincerely, 


Edwina  Yezierski 


Common  sense  can  solve  Logan's  problems 


MICHAEL  S.  DUKAKIS 

thought  Anna  DiFronzo  and  a  group  of  outr 
I  raged  East  Boston  residents  had  buried  the 
I  plan  for  a  new  runway  at  Logan- Airport  for- 
-A.  ever  back  in  the  1970a. 

Unfortunately,  like  Godzil]a,if8  back -and  this 
tune  it  makes  even  less  sense  than  it  did  25  years 
ago. 

Why?  Because  it  is  a  very  short^erm  soktion  to 
what  IS  a  long-term  problem  that  won't  be  soWed  by 
putting  another  runway  in  Boston  Harbor  That 
problem  can  be  sobed  by  using  three  important 
tools  that  are  now  available  to  us. 

The  first  is  Amtrak's  new  high-speed  Acela  ex- 
press service,  which  begins  this  fall  - 10  trains  a  day 
between  Boston  and  Washington  that  will  carry 
thousands  of  former  shuttle  sufferers  quickly  and 
easily  from  Boston  to  New  York  in  three  hours, 
downtown  to  downtown.  No  more  metal  detectors 
No  more  fuming  at  delays  in  the  airport  and  on  the 
nmway.  No  more  $30,  one-hour  cab  rides  from  La- 
Guardia  into  downtown  New  York. 

And  if  you  happen  to  live  west  of  Boston,  you  can 
forget  about  fighting  your  way  through  the  tunnels 
to  Logan  and  a  $16-a-day  parking  tab.  A  new  Am- 
trak  station  with  2,000  parking  spaces  wiU  be  wait- 

J<>«  OVERMVtS  ILU)STR»T10N 


ing  for  you  at  Route  12a 

The  second  is  not  one,  not  two,  but  three  regional 
airports,  each  close  to  an  older  urban  community 
that  wants  and  needs  growth.  Manchesta,  N  JL, 
Worcester,  and  Providence  are  all  within  easy  driv- 
ingor  rail  commuting  distance  of  thousands  of  Lo- 
gan users  who  can  be  better  serred  by  these  air- 
ports. Providence  is  already  connected  to  Boston  by 
road  and  rail,  and  a  new  station  st«^  at  T.  F.  Green 

Airport  will  be  just  minutcB  by  a  moving  sidewalk 
from  the  terminal. 

The  Massachusetts  Turnpike  Anthority  should 
get  cracking  on  a  spur  from  the  tampikB  to  the 
Worcester  Airport,  which  is  just  a  few  minutes'  shut- 
tle ride  from  the  magnificently  restored  Worcester 
raflroad  station.  New  Hampshire  akeady  plana  to 
build  a  new  highway  connection  to  the  Manchester 
Airport,  and  it  wouldn't  take  much  to  extend  exist- 
ing commuter  rail  lines  there  as  well 

Finally,  some  simple  management  steps  at  Lo- 
gan would  open  up  even  more  capacity  for  the  longer 
flights  that  Logan  is  uniquely  equipped  to  provide. 
We  tried  one  -  peak  pricing  for  small  aircraft  -  in 
the  19808  with  spectacular  success. 

In  fact,  Logan  went  ahnost  overnight  from  18th 
to  2d  among  the  nation's  nugor  airports  in  on-time 
performance.  Unfortunately,  the  small-plane  lobby 
went  to  work  on  the  Reagan  administratwn,  and  we 


were  ordered  to  revoke  our  landing-fee  plan.  But 
there  IS  absolutely  no  reason  why  puddle  jumpere 
should  be  takmg  up  valuable  airspace  during  some 
of  Logan's  busiest  hours.  Peak  pricing  requires 
them  to  adjust  around  those  hours,  and  there  are 
pjenty  of  smaller  airports  in  addition  to  Manchester 

Worcester,  and  Providence  that  can  accommodate  ' 
them  as  well 

Mayor  Menino  had  the  good  sense  to  call  for  a 
commission  to  study  the  subject  Governor  Cellucci 
should  can  a  summit  meeting  of  his  feUow  governors 
from  New  Hampshire  and  Rhode  Island  and  the 
mayors  of  the  four  key  cities  that  are  involved.  They 
should  each  bring  their  top  transportation  planners 
with  them.  Stan  Bagley,  a  Massachusetts  native  and 
the  chief  of  Amtrak's  Northeast  division,  should  join 
them.  In  a  matter  of  months  they  could  put  together 
a  plan  that  would  dwarf  the  piddling  contribution 
that  a  new  runway  would  make  to  the  problem. 

Then  we  could  buiy  this  misbegotten  proposal 
once  and  for  all  with  appropriate  ceremonies  and 
pronounce  a  final  benediction  over  it 

Rest  in  peace. 


Mxchiul  S.  DiJcalcis,Jbrmergoverru}rofMasmchi^ 
setts,  is  a  professor  ofpdiiicai  science  at  Northeast- 
em  University  and  vice  chairman  of  the  Amtrok  Re- 
form Board. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 


Letter  184 
Edwina  Yezierski 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

184.1 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 

Pricing/Region 

al 

Airports/Passe 
nger  Rail 

[Instead  of  the  proposed  project,  Massport  should  pursue 
use  of  Amtrak  high  speed  rail;  the  regional  airports  at 
;  Worcester,  Manchester,  and  Providence;  and  peak  period 
pricing.] 

Massport  advocates  increased  use  of  the  regional  airports 
and  high-speed  rail  services,  in  addition  to  constmction  of 
Runway  14/32  and  the  other  airside  improvement  projects  at 
Logan  Airport,  as  a  comprehensive  plan  for  ensuring  an 
efficient  and  balanced  regional  transportation  system.  As  the 
analysis  in  Chapter  2  indicates,  these  off-airport  altematives 
are  expected  to  reduce  aircraft  traffic  growth  pressures  at 
Logan  Airport,  but  they  will  not  eliminate  airside  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  that  occur  because  of  a  third  operating  runway 
during  periods  of  northwest  winds.  The  Preferred  Altemative,  ; 
which  specifically  addresses  this  deficiency,  is  necessary  and 
provides  clear  benefits  at  current  aircraft  traffic  levels.  These 
benefits  will  only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as 
developments  at  the  regional  airports  and  high-speed  rail  to 
New  York  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at 
Logan  Airport. 

184.2 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports/ 
Passenger  Rail 

Governor  Cellucci  should  call  a  summit  meeting  of  his 
fellow  govemors  from  New  Hampshire  and  Rhode  Island 
and  the  mayors  of  the  four  key  cities  that  are  involved. 
They  should  each  bring  their  top  transportation  planners 
with  them. ..In  a  matter  of  months  they  could  put  together 
a  plan  that  would  dwarf  the  piddling  contribution  that  a 
new  runway  would  make  to  the  problem. 

In  November  1999,  Massport  and  Governor  Cellucci  co- 
sponsored  a  Regional  Transportation  Summit  of  the  New 
England  Govemors  and  transportation  officials.  The  Summit 
focused  on  joint  marketing  among  the  New  England 
commercial  service  airports  and  the  joint  promotion  of  rail  and  \ 
road  initiatives  that  will  foster  an  efficient  and  balanced 
regional  transportation  system.  Refer  to  Section  2,2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  comprehensive  discussion  of 
Massport's  regional  transportation  planning  initiatives. 

Letter184:  Edwina  Yezierski 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


f//ff        LETTER  185 

w  ^t^e^  ^ 


185.1 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 


Letter  185 
Verna  Feme 
Private  Citizens:  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

185.1  General 
:  Opposition 

;  Please  oppose  the  proposed  new  runway  at  Logan 
i  Airport! 

:  Comment  noted. 

Letter  185:  Verna  Feme 

Private  Citizens:  Boston 


LETTER  186 


NAME: 
STREET: 
CITY: 
DATE: 


Arthur  Pugsl^ 

Executive  Officer  of  Environmental  Affairs 
1 00  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

SUBJECT:  Way  14/32  Enviromnental  Impact  -  PLEASE  STX)B  TOERimwAY 
Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

-way.I.«anAi^T:SC7or=jrj^^^^^ 

wi4  oriy  an  ocSlp^c^S^.'^'"'^-  ^^"^  » quiet  ^neighborhood 
South  Eid.  Th,  plan«  C^^M  1  T.h  "fauplanes  directly  over  the 

pealc  hours.  It's  bad  »o^  ^dfthTh™     T^^^  ""^ «°  ''"*'8 
telephone,  (inside  oSou^t^±T"'''"^°"'=^<''''^y°'^  TV  or  your 

pUnes  pass  overhead  »d  h^  yrcXrhT'  T^"^™  °"  wMe  the 

thought  of  what  it  wiU  be  likfon  mv^wl^  '  ""^         ^""^  '  -^^^ 

e^erience  has  turned  int^'^n  "-^  -  ^  P'easant 

Heh.beencontprSro^^rs^::°^J^»-°lBo.^^^^ 
he^^^^^anenoiseieveistripr^aresu.^^^^^ 

PLEASE  STOP  THE  RUNWAY ! 

Thank  You, 

cc:Byron  Rushing.  Thomas  Menino.  Michael  Capuaono 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 


Letter  186 

Marine  Cotton,  John  P.  Kilroy  Jr., 
John  O'Connor,  and  Melissa  Sciter 
Private  Citizens:  Boston  (South  End) 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


[The  proposed  project  will  have  adverse  noise  impacts  on 
the  residents  of  the  South  End  neighborhood  of  Boston.] 


Response 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-12  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

The  Day-Night  Sound  Level  (DNL)  data  from  Noise  ivlonitor 
No.  1  at  Andrews  Street  in  the  South  End  show  levels  of  56, 
55.2,and  56.9  dB  for  the  29lvl  Low,  37.5M  Low  and 
37.5M  High  Fleet  scenarios  with  the  Preferred  Alternative. 
These  levels  are  less  than  the1993  value  of  57.9  dB  and  are 
well  below  the  standard  DNL  criteria  of  65  dB.  1993  is 
representative  of  historic  high  fleet  operating  conditions  at 
Logan  Airport. 


Letter  186:  Marine  Cotton,  John  P.  Kilroy  Jr.,  John  O'Connor,  and  Melissa  Sciter 
Private  Citizens:  Boston  (South  End) 


t 


Cc: 
BCC  : 
From: 
Subject : 
Date  : 
\ttach: 
Certify : 
Priority : 


Arthur  Pugsley®MEPA®EOEA 

"M.  B,  T."  <thaler@webtv.net> 

Comments  on  DEIS  for  runway  14/3  2  expansion  proposal 
Friday,   April  23,    1999  17:52:09  EDT 


LETTER  187 


Defer  until: 
Expires : 
Forwarded  by: 


Sir: 

I  am  opposed  to  the     plans  to  build  a  new  runway  at  Logan  Int'l 
Airport,  Boston,  MA.   I  was  a  member  of  the  successful  class  action  suit 
that  caused  Massport  and  the  FAA  to  do  an  EIS  fo  ther  Runway  27 
departure  flight  path  that  was  illegally  changed  without  benefit  of  one. 

Once  again,  Massport  is  trying  to  slip  something  over  on  the 
communtites  by  trying  to  get  capacity  and  expansion  of  the  airport 
accomplished  using  half  truths,    faulty  data,    and  political  manipulation. 


The  "delay  issue"  is  an  obviously  false  one  which  many  others  have 
spoken  to  being  based  on  faulty  data  and  not  solving  any  problem  for 
more  that  a  year  or  so,    if  that.   It  never  takes  nto  consideration  the 
actual  "on  time"  records  of  the  various  airlines  that  use  Logan.  The 
recent  report  that  rated  and  ranked  airlines  for  just  that  shows  that 
irtain  airlines  are  more  delayed  because  of  internal  practices    (such  as 
*ggage  handling  etc) .   Many  of  these  airlines  heavy  users  of  Logan.  How 
fjas  this  factored  in?     It  wasn't. 


The  environmental     justice  issue  must  be  taken  seriously,    not:   just  I 
on  the  basis  of  per  capita  income  but  on  what  the  impact  of  a  new  runway 
would  have  on  people  no  matter  what  their  income.      It  took  those  of  us 
who  lived  under  the  flight  path  of  Runway  27  years  to  get  a  fair 
resolution  This  new  runway  would  increase       Runway  27' s  use  by  300% 
according  to  Massport 's  own  figures.   Is  this  justice? 

Peter  Blute  and  his  staff  have  not  been  fairhanded  with  those  of  us 
who  were  willing  to  work  on  this  issue.  Delays  were  manufactured  until 
the  current  Governor's  inauguration  at  which  time  a  full  press  for  a  PR 
campaign  began.   It     promoted  the  new  runway  to  the  business  community 
and  tried  to  pit     separate  communities  against  each  other  .   Phone  calls 
for  information  went  unanswered  and  meetings  were  discontinued. 

Mr  Blute  was  reluctant  to  give  us  additional  time  for  comments 
because  he  and  his  staff  wanted  this  slipped  through  as  fast  as 
possible.   They  adhered  to  a  mere  shadow  of  the  letter  of  the  law. 

Statistics  were  manipulated,  delays  were  based  on  the  best  model 
for  Massport  and  used  the  worst  yeat,    ignoring  later  improvements, 
environmental  issues  were  ignored,   citizens  were  denied  information  and 
access  to     timely  meetings,   opposing  stories  were  told  to  different 

"munities  for  the  best   "spin"   for  Massport . In  short,   this  EIS  process 


a  sham. 


I  have  been  involved  with  Massport  for  many  years.  My  daughter  was 
in  kindergaten  when  the  first  planes  illegally  boomed  over  my  newly 
purchased  ^ome.  That  was  22  years  ago!  Yet,   I  can  say  that  all  other 
Massport  management  personnel  have  been  respectful  of  citizens  and  fair. 
The  current  Massport  is  fascistic  at  best  and  I  sincerely  hope  that  no 
hanges  tothe  airport  take  place  under  its  reign. 

Solutions  to  the  desire  to  increase  capacity  at  Logan  have  been 
well  addressed  by  others  but  boil  down  to  the  fact  that  Logan  and  the 
infrastructure  surronding  it  are  simply  out  of  space.  We  must  look 
elsewhere.   Politics  and     community  income     level  should  not  be  the  straw 
that  breaks  the  Massachusetts     camel's  back!  Outlying  communities  must 
be  asked  to  do  what  those  of  us  closer  in  have  been  asked... to  share  the 
burden . 

Please  deny  this  project. 
Thank  you. 

Mona  Thaler 
22  Gushing  Rd . 
Brookline,     MA  02445 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 


Letter  187 
Mona  Thaler 
Private  Citizens:  Brooidine 


Code 

187,1 


Topic  1 

Delay 


Topic  2  Comment 

Model  I  The  "delay  issue"  is  an  obviously  false  one  which  nnany  others 

have  spoken  to  tieing  based  on  faulty  data  and  not  solving 
any  problem  for  more  that  a  year  or  so,  if  that 


The  environmental  justice  issue  must  be  taken  seriously,  not 
just  on  the  basis  of  per  capita  income  but  on  what  the  impact 
of  a  new  runway  would  have  on  people  no  matter  what  their 
income. 


Response 

The  FAA  consistently  rates  Logan  Airport  as  one  of  the 
most  delay-prone  airports  in  the  United  States. 
Logan  Airport" s  estimated  annual  delay  hours  are  over  five  times 
tiie  FAA's  threshold  of  20,000  hours  for  a  severely  delayed 
airport.  The  FAA  Technical  Center  simulated  Logan  Airport 
operations  in  1 992  and  estimated  that  when  activity  reached 
504,000  annual  operations,  total  delay  would  exceed  260,000 
hours  per  year.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  forecasts  delays  to 
increase  to  1 57,500  hours  per  year  when  annual  operations 
reach  510,000  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario.  The 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  compares  the  FAA  Technical  Center 
delay  estimates  with  those  of  the  Airside  Project  modeling.  The 
FAA  has  concluded  that  the  Airside  Project  delays  represent  "a 
plausible  and  conservative  estimate". 
Delays  occur  when  wind  or  weather  conditions  require  the  use  of 
configurations  with  fewer  than  three  active  runways,  when  poor 
weather  requires  increased  separation  distances  between  aircraft, 
or  when  airlines  schedule  more  flights  tiian  Logan  Airport  can 
handle.  The  Airside  Project  is  designed  to  reduce  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  from  adverse  winds  and  taxiway  congestion.  The 
Airside  Project  addresses  delays  from  constraints  at 
Logan  Airport.  Section  1 .4  and  Appendix  C  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  also  contains  a  detailed  discussion  of  the  FAA  and 
U.S.  DOT  delay  measures  and  historical  data,  along  with 
comparisons  of  Logan  Airport  delays  wittiin  the  context  of  delays 
at  other  United  States  airports.. 
Based  on  simulation  modeling,  Logan  Airport  experienced 
120,000  hours  of  runway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions  are 
taken,  njnway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as  high  as 
333,000  hours  under  a  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  produces  immediate  and  long-temi  benefits 
by  lowering  mnway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had  been  in  place 
in  1998,  and  by  as  much  as  94,000  hours  in  the  future 
37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  Because  of  the  impact  of  the  regional 
alternatives,  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario  is  not  expected  to  be 
achieved  until  201 5.  The  sooner  airside  efficiencies  are 
implemented;  the  more  benefits  will  accrue  over  time.  Section  4.6 
of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows  that  delay  reduction 
benefits  increase  over  time  as  ti-affic  levels  increase. 
The  environmental  justice  analysis  found  no  disproportionately 
high  and  adverse  impacts  to  low-income  and  minority  populations 
from  direct  project  impacts.  Refer  to  Section  6.2  and  Section  6.8 
of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  respectively,  for  additional 
infomiation  on  noise  impacts  and  environmental  justice. 


Letter  187:  IVIona  Thaler 

Pnvate  Citizens:  Brookline 


Arthur  Pugsley@MEPA®EOEA 
"Rob  Everts 


5iict-  KOD  bverts  &  Deb  Biba"  <evertsbiba@igc  ora>  I  FTTFR  1 

Airplane  noise/Runway  14/32  ^-Lgc.org>  Ll  I  I  Ln  I 

clch:  Wednesday,   April  21,    1999  ii:i6:42  EDT 


Certify:  N 
Priority:  Normal 
Defer  until: 
Expires : 
Forwarded  by: 


Dear  Mr.   Pugs ley. 


I^^^PPori^J^n^trthrc^n^^r^  So.erville  border) 

The  noise  levels  of  fli.-hts  currentirf?  S"^^  ''''''^^^        Logan  Airport 

home  has  increased  signl  icanSv    ?n  Lf^^^""?  directly  over  and  near  our 
flights  have  not  increas  .d     "e^L  ^ith^he  wxnd'^'  ^Ifi-^  of  Massport  that 
m  place,   we  are  awakened  from  sleeo  in  th.  i  ""^"^^^  windows 

^ell  after  11:00  PM      We  have  h^;nn^^  ^^""l^  morning   (before  6  AM)  and 

^ave  have  found  that  the  sound  of  ^  """^^^^  ^^^^P  but 

certain  times  of  the  da^  Sr  even^na  L"'"'  out. 

spoiling  the  ambiance  of  /n?,^J  T  ^'     ^  flights  seem  constant  - 
:o  the  radio  or  tele^e.sion  Sr'rLd^ngTbook"  ^'^^^^^^  ^-^--^ 

?^4?f5:cLt\'rn:grr?eeiyi:p^.^°irb^'^gr^      ^^^^^^^     ^^-^  is 

flights  tracking  over/near  our  hL^  .^^^^^  current  level 

nave  talked  about  moving  L  orde^  to  oet  ^^""^^  ^^ncreased  so  much  that 
^rder  to  relax  when  we  are  home  ^tu^""^  ''^^^^  °f  ^l^^P  ^nd  in  iQQ4 

:onsider  that  option'     We  cannot  J^L  ^^"^  J^^^        ^^^^^  ^^^^  to  even  '00. 

ffected  by  the  constant  drone'of  Hr^T?^,.  °"  ^^^'"'^  °^  "^he  citizeL 

Ub  any  questions  about  whether  we  e^?i^»  . ""^''^^^'^ '  "  ^"^""^  MEPA 
•eekend  with  us.     Please  stop^hraiJ^^^r^^^nrLn""^^^  '°  ^^^"^  ^ 

hank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  important  matter, 
incerely. 


ebra  Biba  and  Rob  Everts 
0  Newell  Street 
ambridge,  MA    0214  0 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 


Letter  188 
Debra  Biba  and  Rob  Everts 
Private  Citizens:  Cambridge 


Code     Topic  1 


Comment 


...the  quality  of  our  lives  is  significantly  negatively 
impacted  by  the  noise  caused  by  the  cun-ent  level  of... 
flights  tracking  over/near  our  home....  We  cannot  even 
imagine  the  nightmare  of  noise  pollution  over  our  home 
and  all  over  this  city  if  the  additional  runway  is  allowed  to 
be  built. 


Response 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-12  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  188:  Debra  Biba  and  Rob  Everts 
Private  Citizens:  Cambndge 


om: 

bject : 

ce  : 
Attach: 
Certify: 
Priority: 
Defer  until: 
Expires : 
Forwarded  by; 


Arthur  Pugsley®MEPA®EQEA 

14 /BrPuhl^^^'p  <brian_culver@harvard .  edu> 
14/32  Public  Comments 

Thursday,   April  22,    1999  16:26:40  EDT 


LETTER  189 


N 

Normal 


Massport  Runway  14/32  Proposal 
Dear  K.-.   Pugs  ley 

I  am  a  pilot,    I  am  an  air  Dassena^-r  =r.^  x  .  , 

Logan  airspace.  passenger  and  I  am  a  resident  living  beneath  the 

iT^oril  ^e?ei^g'L^3'iiSton^^C^^''^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^-^  - 

Field  in  downtowA  Ch^ago      ?hese  outSnA  ^^""^^  ^^^^^        ^^^^^^  °^  ^^^<3s 
of  their  proximity  adva??age  to  the  c??f  centS^"'"  "^""^  ^"""'""^  ^^^^^^ 
But  none  of  them  have  a  briaht  fu\-^^r^^      m,- • 

reduced  by  15%  from  what  Sly  wire  20 'v.^^.'-^''^^  ^  ^^^^  ^^^^ 

inverted  into  a  corporate  jet  pJrk    with  f-^^?"^  "^^^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^ 
gs  Field  is  expected  to  be  closed  .l^y}^"^^^^"^  commercial  traffic  and 
-  of  these  airports  have  been  ab?^  II    ^""^^  ^k^""^  ^  ^^^^  project, 

nave  been  developed  for  tLL^^Sther\e?ropS?L^^^^^  alternatives 

What  has  chanaed  in  r^-f  t-u^ 

airport  opera^ion^and  urban  llnd'^u^r  ^^^^^^^^  have  come  to  realize  that 
Building  and/or  restoring  sustSnabfe  rV.     ""^^  ^^^^^^  conflict, 

demands  commensurate  with  la?qe  commerct^l^^  ^^''''^^  ^^^^  *^h^  l^^d  use 

our  parks,  waterfront,   historic  sites^^^  operations.     Enjoyment  of 

clearly  degraded  by  aircraf?  noise  outdoor  resources  are 

op:rL^?^L^"^?L"p:o^!rwit^£^rthe^^^^^'^  ^^^^^  ^^-^^^  -^-port 

present  level  of  air'^tra^fic    as  limtted^S^  ^^^^^^1'   accepted  the 

configuration.  The  residinJ^'n       l^^'ited  by  the  current  runway 
billions  of  dollars  ^oith  of  rell  es^ft"  communities  and  have  made 

set  of  urban  criteria;  which  have  ?nM  nl^T^''"'^''^  ^^^^^  °"  present 
and  noise,   as  limited  by  LoganToies^n?  Present  level  of  air  traffic 

y  i^ogan  s  present  runway  configuration. 

shoulfbe^'susLJned^unti^^LcrMr;.  f°  Massport.     The  status  quo  1QQ 

:ransportation  vision  for  ?he  fut^^^.  T  ^^^^  advanced  our  region's  '0^ 
dependence  on  air  travel.  ^^ture.     We  are  moving  towards  an  end  to  our 

'^-"^^^^^^  ^  believe  that  the  320 

.-oach  instructions  to  aircrf?t  to  record  ■     Try  to  imagine  IfiQ 

;--n  downwind  is  in  the  opposite  di?ec?ion^  position  downwind  of  the  runway  '^^ 
Planes  to  land  or  takeoff  with  a  fortv  ino^  ^     T        ^^^^^^^  instructing 
-ry  to  imagine  giving  planes  ^^^e^J^^^  ^^'^^^t^^^U. 


of  approaching  aircraft. 


^'^^P'^l^^^^^^^^^^-^^^ti/^  189., 

Opening  'a  new  runway  will  delay  our  foniQ  r^r^ 

opportunities.     Once  we  out  th^  ?hL  °?     •  transportation 
public  policies  caS  be  directed    wfth  fntt'^^r  ^^^''^^  ^^^^^^^ 
transportation  technoLgies  E;erMLfport'5n 

end,   I  believe  they  will  becnmp^  J  c:.^^^^  ■  turned  around.     in  the 

and  innovative  traLp^iLtiSr:y.%:r?S?  S^England""^  ^ 


Respectfully  Submitted, 

Brian  Culver 

385  Concord  Avenue 

Cambridge,   MA  02138 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 


Letter  189 
Brian  Culver 
Private  Citizens:  Cambridge 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

189.1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

:  The  status  quo  should  be  sustained  until  such  lime  as  we 
1  have  advanced  our  region's  transportation  vision  for  the 
1  future. 

The  Airside  Project  analysis  is  based  on  alternative  20-year 
forecasts  of  operations  by  aircraft  type.  Only  larger  aircraft 
compatible  with  the  existing  facilities  at  Logan  Airport  are 
included  in  the  future  forecasts  for  Logan  Airport  fleets  on 
which  the  delay  and  environmental  analyses  are  based. 

Comment  noted. 

189.2 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

1  believe  that  the  320  degree  approach/140  degree 
departure  scheme  is  unworkable.. .Human  nature  being 
what  it  is  suggests  that  this  mode  of  operation  would  not 
stand  long  before  it  is  modified  to  allow  full  approach  and 
departure  operations  to  the  northwest  of  the  field. 

Letter  189:  Brian  Culver 

Private  Citizens:  Cambridge 


LETTER  190 


^  J  ^ 

S-C^ui  Inn.  P-^-fiM^  , 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 


Letter  190 
John  G.  McKernan 
Private  Citizens:  Cambridge 


Code     Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

M90.1    i  General 
1  Opposition 

Please  put  me  on  record  as  strongly  opposed  to  any 
i  runway  construction,  now,  or  in  the  future,  that  would 
i  increase  air  traffic  over  Cambridge. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  190:  John  G.  McKeman 

Private  Citizens:  Cambridge 


'j3?.WI;s..!A  #A 


LETTER  191 


^  


/U)^CL^    ^/r^cfr^     d^c^j^  ^      //}  191-1 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Interim  Supplemental  Drar  EIS 


Letter  191 
Ann  Rodney 
Private  Citizens:  Cambridge 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2  Comment 

Response 

191.1 

;  Mitigation 

initiatives 

;  Logan  Airport  does  not  conform  to  its  agreements  today. 
;  How  will  this  change  in  the  future? 

Massport's  mitigation  measures  are  reinforced  through 
compliance  with  M.G.L.  Chapter  30A,  Section  61  and  through 
specific  state  and  federal  certificates  approving  projects  that 
have  mitigation.  The  status  of  the  Section  61  Finding 
commitments  are  tracked  and  reported  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR). 

191.2 

Noise 

impacts 

Noise  is  my  main  concern,  and  1  have  noticed  the  problem 
getting  worse. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  shows  that  the  total  noise 
impacts  around  Logan  Airport  will  improve  in  the  first  decade  ' 
of  the  2ls'  century,  primarily  from  the  elimination  of  the  noisier 
Stage  2  aircraft,  and  by  the  gradual  elimination  of  the 
hushkitted  Stage  3  aircraft  as  they  are  retired. 

191.3 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports/ 
Passenger  Rail 

Please  have  Massport/Logan  Airport  take  a  regional  look  at 
transportation ... 

Massport  advocates  increased  use  of  the  regional  airports 
and  high-speed  rail  services,  in  addition  to  constnjction  of 
Runway  14/32  and  the  other  airside  improvement  projects  at 
Logan  Airport,  as  a  comprehensive  plan  for  ensuring  an 
efficient  and  balanced  regional  transportation  system.  As  the 
analysis  in  Chapter  2  indicates,  these  off-airport  alternatives 
are  expected  to  reduce  aircraft  traffic  growth  pressures  at 
Logan  Airport,  but  they  will  not  eliminate  airside  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  that  occur  because  of  a  third  operating  runway 
during  periods  of  northwest  winds.  The  Preferred  Alternative,  : 
which  specifically  addresses  this  deficiency,  is  necessary  and  i 
provides  clear  benefits  at  current  aircraft  traffic  levels.  These 
benefits  will  only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as 
developments  at  the  regional  airports  and  high-speed  rail  to 
New  York  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at 
Logan  Airport. 

Letter  191:  Ann  Rodney 

Private  Citizens:  Cambridge 
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LETTER  192 


Thursday,  April  22, 1999 

TO:  (1)  Mr.JohnSilva 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
FAX:  781-238-7608 

(2)  Mr.  Robert  Durand 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

FAX:  617-727-1598 

FROM:  FredSalvucci 

MIT  Room  1-240 

Department  of  Civil  &.  Environmental  Engineering 

Cambridge,  MA  02139-4307 

USA 


Fax:  617-258-8073 


Tel:  617-258-8131 


April  22,  1999 


Mr.  John  Silva 

Manager,  Environmental  Programs 

New  England  Region 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

12  New  England  Executive  Park 

Burlington,  MA  01803 

FAX  781  238  7608 


Robert  Durand 

Executive  Office  Of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  St. 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Attention:  MEPA  Office/  Arthur  Pugslcy 
FAX  617  727  1598 


Rc:  Logan  Airsidc  Project,  Boston  MA. 
EOEA  #  10458 

Dear  Sirs, 

I  am  writing  to  give  my  comments  on  Massport's  proposed  Logan  Airside  Expansion 
DEIS/R.  I  u^ge  that  you  reject  the  DEIS/R  as  inadequate,  and  require  a  resubmittal  of  a  DEIS/R. 
based  on  a  revised  and  updated  scope  to  reflect  current  information,  in  order  to  provide  the 
public  a  reasonable  baiiis  for  comment.  The  DEIS/R  overstated  the  number  of  passengers  who 
will  use  (or  will  be  able  to  access)  Logan's  airfield  by  the  year  2010,  and  therefore  exaggerates 
the  problem  of  airfield  related  delay;  does  not  analyze  and  therefore  ignores  the  problems  of 
terminal  related  and  ground  access  related  delay;  underestimates  the  potential  benefits  of  peak 
pricing  in  reducing  airfield  delay;  ignores  other  means  of  reducing  excessive  use  of  the  airfield 
by  regional  non- jets;  substantially  underestimates  the  adverse  noise  impacts  that  would  result  if 
runway  14-32  were  built;  shows  that  the  delay  reduction  benefits  of  runway  14-32  are  likely  to 
be  eliminated  by  growth  in  utilization  slightly  over  5  years,  but  fails  to  analyze  the  danger  that 


the  problem  of  airfield  related  delay;  does  noi  analyze  and  therefore  ignores  the  problems  of 
terminal  related  and  ground  access  related  delay;  underestimates  the  potential  benefiL<;  of  peak 
pricing  m  reducing  airfield  delay;  ignores  other  means  of  reducing  excessive  use  of  ihe  airfield 
by  regional  non- jets;  substantially  underestimates  the  adverse  noise  impacts  that  would  result  if 
runway  14-32  were  built;  shows  that  the  delay  reduction  benefits  of  runway  14-32  are  likely  to 
be  eliminated  by  growth  in  utilization  slightly  over  5  years,  but  fails  to  analyze  the  danger  that 
the  provision  of  F  14-32  might  actually  worsen  delay  by  locking  in  the  inefficient  non-  jet 
regional  aircraft  structure  that  utilizes  40%  of  the  airfield  capacity  for  10%  of  the  passengers.  It 
fails  to  properly  carry  out  the  environmental  justice  process  or  the  section  4(f)  analysis; 
misinforms  the  legal  status  of  decision  heights  or  runway  analysis;  fails  to  analyze  alternatives  to 
the  proposed  taxiway;  and  generally  seems  designed  to  "sell"  one  outcome  rather  than  present 
balanced  information  for  public  comment  The  cumulative  impact  of  these  distortions  are  such 
that  the  most  reasonable  conclusion,  which  I  believe  is  to  drop  runway  14-32  and  the  taxiway 
and  focus  instead  on  terminals,  transit  ground  access,  incentives  to  consolidate  regional  non-jet 
operations,  and  renewed  cortmiiiment  to  noise  abatement  is  obfuscated. 


The  draft  EIS  is  so  defective  in  presenting  information  for  intelligent  reaction  and  comment,  and 
the  outreach  to  affected  communities  has  been  so  defective  that  it  does  no:  meet  reasonable 
standards  to  be  considered  as  acceptable  draft,  and  therefore  deprives  the  community  of  a 
reasonable  opportunity  to  affect  the  decision. 

The  primary  deficiencies  are: 

1 .  The  Masspon  proposal  claims  it  is  necessary  to  add  airfield  changes,  including  new  runway 
14-32  in  order  to  avoid  dramatic  growth  in  delay  that  will  otherwise  occur  when  Logan 
passengers  rise  from  the  current  28  million  figure  per  year  to  37  million  to  45  million  by 
2010.  But. 

•    Not  withstanding  the  analysis  in  the  DEIS/R  of  regional  airport,  high  speed  rail,  and 
telecoramunications  improvements  that  can  account  for  diversion  of  up  to  7.3  million 
passengers  per  year,  the  DEIS  does  not  adjust  the  "37  million  passenger  to  45  million 
passenger  by  2010"  estimate  to  reflect  any  adjustment  to  recognize  the  effect  of  the 
regional  airport  and  high  speed  rail  initiative  underway.  In  addition,  assuming  that  the 
recently  announced  Massport  adoption  of  Worcester  Airport  is  effective  and  achieves  the 
50%  capture  rate  assumed  for  Manchester,  an  additional  1  milhon  2010  passengers  will 
be  diverted  away  from  Logan,  and  the  introduction  of  Rail  Service  to  Green  should  be 
expected  to  shift  the  service  area  boundary  between  Logan  and  Green,  diverting  at  least 
an  additional  1  million  2010  passengers  from  Logan.  Factoring  in  just  the  commiued 
regional  aviation  and  high  speed  rail  improvements,  and  discounting  the  more  conjectural 


teleconferencing  proiectionsjthe  2Q1Q  pa.stengerpr?^i':tinns  should  be  adjusted  rn  7Q 

million  to  '^7  million,  that  is.  Passenger  growth  of  0  ro  S  miltion  at  Logan  between  today 

and  2010.  This  dianiatically  affects  the  projection  of  increasing  delays  at  Logan,  in         1  92  1 

particular  over  the  next  5  years  when  the  "hassle  factor"  of  contending  with  "big  dig"  and|()Ont.) 

Logan  construction  wUi  coincide  with  improving  service  at  Manchester,  Green, 

Worcester,  and  high  speed  rail  service  to  New  York.  The  entire  bases  of  the  DEIS/R  is 

flawed  by  this  failure  to  include  any  adjustment  in  passenger  demand  projection  at 

Logan  for  2010  to  reflect  the  regional  airport  and  regional  rail  programmed 

improvements,  and  a  new  DEIS  must  be  prepared  to  provide  a  meaningful  set  of 

projecdon  to  consider. 

The  Massport  report  contains  no  analysis  of  how  35-50%  more  passengers  can  get  to 
Logan  or  through  the  terminal,  when  die  parking  spaces  arc  limited  bv  the  Clean  Air  Act 
"parking  freeze",  and  transit  improvements  that  were  proposed  at  the  airport  Blue  Line 
Station  and  a  high-capacity  people  mover  have  been  abandoned  bv  the  state  and  Masspon 
and  the  tenninal  A  rebuilding  plan  has  been  stuck  for  years  and  will  have  lower  capacity 
dy.nng  reconstruction^  Regional  EPA  proposed  in  1995  that  airfield  studies  should  be 
included  in  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  access  to  Logan  and  the  capacity  through  ihe  192.2 
terminals.  Recent  events  since  the  "scope"  of  the  study  was  set  in  1995  have  proven  that 
the  EPA  was  right.  It  is  not  at  all  clear  that  many  more  passengers  can  get  to  Logan  or 
through  the  terminals.  In  any  case,  it  is  absolutely  essential  that  a  new  draft  EIS  be 
prepared  that  includes  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  access  to  Logan,  as  well  as  terminals, 
to  evaluate  the  airfield  proposals  intelligendy. 


•  The  Massport  document  shows  in  figure  1.5-8  thai  overschcduling  of  flights  at  Logan 
decreased  from  1993  to  1998,  presumably  resulting  in  reduced  delay,  but  there  is  no 
infonnation  about  actual  delav  at  Logan  during  thi^;  period;  onlv  computer  predictions 
about  increased  delay  in  the  future.  But  if  airline  consolidation  witliin  the  regional 
carriers  has  produced  a  modest  reduction  in  overschcduling,  as  suggested  in  the  Massport 
DEIS/R,  how  has  this  affected  delay  and  could  further  consolidation  of  regional  flights 
produce  further  reduction  in  delay? 

•  The  consultants  to  the  Community  Advisory  Committee  to  Massport(CAC)  believe  that 
delay  h-aa  decreased  substantially  and  cite  FAA-produced  data  as  evidence.  If  Massport 
had  continued  to  dialogue  with  the  CAC,  instead  of  cutting  off  communications  and 
shifting  to  a  media  strategy,  there  might  be  credible  information  on  the  table.  At  this 
point,  for  a  proposal  with  major  adverse  impact  because  of  increased  overflight  in  our 
communities  (at  least  triple),  there  is  precioas  little  real  data  about  actual  delay  as  defined 
by  FAA.  There  is  not  adequate  information  about  delay  to  allow  us  to  comment 
intelligently. 

2.  The  noise  information  presented  is  so  questionable  that  it  needs  to  be  revised  into  a  new 
draft,  to  provide  a  rea.sonable  basis  for  public  involvement. 

•  The  DEIS/R  uses  computer  projections  of  noise,  but  the  computer  projections 
consistently  understate  actual  noise  as  measured  by  Masspon  over  field  microphones. 


This  problem  has  been  called  to  the  attention  of  Massport  for  at  least  3  years,  but  the 
DEIS/R  is  based  on  the  inaccurate  computer  projections  and  needs  to  be  redone. 
The  tripling  of  overflights  predicted  actually  understates  the  shift  m  operations  that  will 
occur  given  the  long  experience  with  FAA  control  tower  ignoring  the  PRAS  whenever 
delay  exists.  Given  Massport' s  projections  of  increased  delay  within  5  years,  the 
utilization  of  runways  15/33  and  9/27  is  likely  to  more  than  triple.  The  lack  of  analysis  of 
this  actual  increase  in  overflight  likely  makes  the  noise  predictions  further  understated. 
Land  Use  and  Coastal  Zone  Impacts  and  Smart  Growth  are  ignored-  the  DEIS  ignores  the 
impact  of  increased  overflight,  (by  a  factor  of  at  least  3!)  on  currently  underutilized  land 
in  the  Seaport  district  of  Boston,  and  in  Chelsea,  Everett  and  Somcrville.  Because  of 
enormous  public  investment  in  the  Boston  Harbor  Clean  Up,  the  Big  Dig,  and  the  Urban 
Ring  Transit  Project  imder  planning,  these  formerly  underutilized  areas  are  poised  to  play 
major  roles  as  centers  of  "Smart  Growth",  and  benign  and  compatible  uses  of  the  coastal 
zone,  but  the  Massport  DEIS/R  ignores  this  issue. 

The  entire  analysis  assumes  that  Runway  14/32  will  be  used  only  in  ovepA'ater 
approaches  and  departures,  but  Appendix  I  indicates  that  US  statute  makes  that  decision 
solely  the  province  of  the  FAA.  Such  decision  must  comply  with  N.E.P.A.  But  there  is 
no  guarantee  that  even  a  full  EIS  would  be  required  to  use  the  runway  in  both  directions. 
Any  interference  with  the  two-way  operations  of  Runway  14/32  posed  by  the  Hyatt  Hotel 
could  be  removed  with  the  collaboration  of  Massport.  Given  recent  decisions  by  Mass 
Highway  and  FHWA  to  reverse  commitments  made  in  the  1991  7SFEIS?  for  the  Central 
artery /Tunnel  project,  cUminating  commitments  to  improve  transit  and  substituting  36' 
high  and  53'  high  highway  ramps  for  highways  that  were  promised  to  be  at  or  below 


grade,  there  is  no  basis  for  confidence  that  the  runway  will  be  unidirectional.  The 
DEIS/R  contains  no  analysis  of  the  noise  and  safety  impacts  on  Jeffries  Point,  East 
Boston,  Charlestown  and  Beacon  Hill  that  would  be  caused  by  tu'o-way  operation  of 
Runway  14/32.  Failure  to  disclose  the  potential  impact,  and  the  lack  of  any  disclosure  of 
credible  guarantees  on  this  maner  is  a  substantial  flaw  that  requires  that  the  draft  EIS/R 
be  rejected  as  inadequate. 

The  DEIS/R  uses  1999  simulated  information  as  the  basis  of  comparison  for  predicted 
year  2010  impacts  in  a  variety  of  scenarios.  But  the  choice  of  1999  makes  comparisons 
confusing.  The  primary  Massport  strategy  to  reduce  overall  noise  impact  over  the  past 
decade  has  been  to  require  the  airlines  to  use  higher  proportions  of  Stage  m,  less  noisy, 
jets.  The  federal  law  requires  the  phaseout  of  all  non-State  111  Aircraft  by  the  year  2000. 
so  certainly  Logan,  with  its  stricter  noise  rule  should  be  all  Stage  ITT  Aircraft  by  tlie  year 
2000.  This  noise  abatement  program  was  committed  in  the  1980s.  a.s  mitigation  for  the 
increased  frequency  of  overflight  rhat  would  occur  as  flights  more  than  double  in 
frequcncy(if  accurate  measurement  of  noise  contours  actually  experienced  in  the 
commumty  had  been  in  practice,  Massport  might  acmally  have  achieved  this  level  in 
advance  of  the  year  2000.)  The  benefits  of  all  Stage  UI  aircraft  is  a  lor.g-awaited 
ml-jgation  of  increased  frequency  that  Logan's  neighbors  are  entitled  to.  For  this  reason, 
the  1999  simulation  should  be  run  with  an  all  stage  IE  fleet,  in  order  to  understand  ihe 
true  impact  of  the  various  alternatives,  and  should  be  used  in  particular  to  identify  section 
4(f)  impacts,  for  all  park  and  historical  resources  currently  affected  by  Logan  or 
potentially  affected.  Because  of  the  faHure  to  identify  the  1999  all  Stage  m  expo.sure,  the 


basic  analysis  of  Section  4<f)  impacts  and  noise  comparison  among  alternatives  is 
seriously  in  error,  and  the  draft  EIS/R  substantially  flawed,  and  should  be  withdrawn. 


3.  The  DBIS  does  not  explore  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives. 

•  Ma^ssport  owns  Hanscom  Field,  an  existing  airport  adjacent  to  Rtc.  128,  but  no  analysis  is 
done  of  the  potential  share  of  commercial  activity  that  Hanscom  might  absorb,  and  the 
net  environmental  impact  on  the  Hanscom  environment  if  military  and  General  Aviation 
Activity  were  displaced.  The  potential  sitare  of  traffic  is  Ukcly  to  be  substantial,  since 
Hanscom  is  better  simatcd  for  much  of  the  suburban  and  Rte.  128  market  than  either 
Manchester  or  Green,  so  a  substantial  share  of  the  market  now  using  Logan  would  seem 
to  be  potential.  With  no  analysis  of  this  alternative,  the  draft  EIS/RIR  is  substantially 
flawed  and  should  be  viewed  as  an  inadequate  basis  for  conmient. 

•  The  oy'crutiiLzaUon  of  Logan  airspace  by  regional  carriers  who  use  40%  of  the  airjipace  to 
accommodate  10%  of  the  passengers  is  the  central  problem  driving  delay  at  Logan,  but 
the  only  option  explored  to  deal  with  this  is  a  very  weak  form  of  peak  pricing,  with  a  ven- 
high  "trigger"  of  1 10  movenients  per  hour.  No  sensitivity  analysis  is  presented,  to 
explore  the  impact  of  different  "triggers"  set  at  105.100  or  95  movements  per  hour.  Also, 
the  analysis  methodology  assumes  that  flights  may  move  out  of  the  peak,  or  be 
eliminated,  but  does  not  explore  the  possibility  the  flights  will  be  consolidated  into  a 
smaller  number  of  larger  aircraft.  For  this  reason  the  analysis  both  understates  the  delay 
reduction  potential  of  this  method  and  overstates  its  economic  impact.  No  analysis  of 


192.10 


192.11 


"grandfathering"  or  "exemptions"  for  special  circumstances  is  presented,  resulting  in  an 

exaggerated  prediction  of  economic  impact,  and  a  very  distorted  analysis.  The  likelihood 

thai  even  a  weak  form  of  Peak  Pricing  would  tend  to  preclude  the  high  delay  "high" 

scenario  is  not  even  mentioned,  even  though  the  delay  avoidance  benefits  of  the  Low  vs. 

High  scenario  are  greater  than  the  differences  among  the  alternatives  considered.  Since 

Peak  Pricing  will  tend  to  inhibit  the  profitability  of  redundant  regional  services,  it  seems  192.12 

likely  that  the  Peak  Pricing  would  preclude  the  High  Scenario  from  occurring,  and  that  it 

should  be  tried  before  any  of  the  construction  scenarios.  The  availability  of  "baby"  15-L- 

33R  and  4L-22R  for  modest  numbers  of  small  aircraft  movements  ro  accommodate 

"exceptions"  and  "grandfathering"  would  seem  to  make  .such  a  scenario  quite  attractive, 

but  the  basic  analysis  is  not  presented  in  this  draft  to  evaluate  this,  so  once  again  the  draft 

EIS  is  fundamentally  inadequate  and  should  be  withdrawn. 

•  Other  alternatives  to  control  overscheduling  such  as  "slotting"  Logan  at  a  reasonable  192.13 
number  of  movements  per  hour,  using  market  measures  to  distribute  the  "slots"  arc  not 
evaluated  whatsoever. 

•  Use  of  hmited  priority  based  on  size  of  aircraft  to  reduce  the  impact  of  airfield  delav  is 
not  considered.  Limited  prioritization  of  takeoffs  based  on  size  would  seem  to  be  a  ven.' 

'  19214 

straightforward  way  to  minimize  the  impact  of  delay  on  passengers  and  equipment 
utilization,  and  sensitive  connecdng  flights.  Already  exi.sting  "Gate-hold"  Procedures 
could  be  modified  to  incorporate  the  same  principle  for  landings,  but  this  possibility  is 
not  explored. 

•  Simple  "jawboning"  of  regional  air  carriers  is  a  technique  that  might  have  substantial         1 92  1 5 
benefit,  especially  if  accompanied  by  phase-in  of  Peak  Pricing  or  lease  restrictions  to 


encourage  movements  toward  an  all-jet  Logan.  This  possibioiity  is  not  evaluated  at  all.  j  r>  a  i  n 
The  effectiveness  of  the  P.A.C.E.  program  in  1988  is  not  described  or  evaluated. 
•    There  are  no  alternatives  considered  to  the  centerfield  taxiway  proposal.  It  would  appear 

100  17 

that  the  threshold  of  lunway  4L-22R  could  be  displaced  substantially  to  the  south,  in        \JL.\  I 
order  to  increase  the  height  of  aircraft  landing  over  the  Bayeswater  St.  neighborhood, 
reducing  noise  and  increasing  safety  margin.  Since  over???to  ???  from  the  noith  are  ??? 
to  small  aircraft  on  runway  4L-22R,  it  should  be  possible  to  displace  the  threshold 
substantially  to  the  south,  and  allow  aircraft  landing  on  4R  to  "turn  early"  across  the 
inactive  northerly  remnant  of  4L-22R.  This  displaced  threshold  should  permit 
consideration  of  higher  blast  fence  to  protect  the  Bayeswater  neighborhood,  and  the 

1Q?  18 

Constitution  Beach.  It  should  be  possible  to  consider  replacing  taxi  ways  November  with   '       '  ^ 
a  buffer  ??  to  protect  the  beach.  Since  the  entire  premise  of  the  Massport  airfield 
proposal  is  that  the  4-22  runways  will  be  utitlized  less,  it  is  not  clear  why  the  centerfield 
taxiway  is  needed  at  all,  or  alternatively  why  a  sanitized  northerly  ENV  of  runway  4L- 
22R  cannot  serve  as  the  taxiway  for  the  northerly  portion  in  lieu  of  the  "November" 
taxiway  which  adversely  affects  Constimtion  beach.  This  could  avoid  the  adverse  noise 
and  habitat  destructions  associated  with  the  northerly  part  of  the  Proposed  taxiway  and 
"November." 

The  draft  ETS/EIR  does  not  respect  the  Environmental  Justice  Executive  Order. 


The  core  of  the  Executive  Order,  and  the  DOT  implementing  order  of  April  1997,  is 
identification  of  affected  populations,  with  particular  identification  of  minority  populations 
and  low-income  population,  and  establishment  of  communication  and  interaction. 


192.19 


identification  of  dispropoitionale  impacts  or  benefits  and  of  alternatives  to  avoid  or  mitigate 
disproportionate  impact.  This  process  was  not  followed. 

The  draft  EIS  includes  7  pages  of  discussion  which  basicaUy  asserts  that  no  disproportionate 
impact  exists  by  identifying  the  proportion  of  low-income  and  minority  people  affected,  after 
assuming  mitigation.  The  basis  of  the  numbers  is  not  clear(1990  census?  1995  update?)  The 
interpretation  that  soundproofing  can  mitigate,  so  that  the  impact  can  be  denied  is  1 92.20 

inappropriate.  The  Executive  Order  requires  a  process  that  identifies  impact  and 
conmiunicates  with  affected  people  to  consider  alternatives.  Mitigation  such  as 
soundproofing  is  appropriate  to  ameliorate  unavoidable  impact,  it  is  ccnainly  never 
complete,  and  should  not  be  used  to  deny  the  impact  in  the  first  instance.  Also,  there  is  no 
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disclosure  in  the  draft  EIS  of  how  soimdproofing  can  be  achieved  in  low-incomc  housing       '  C/L.L  I 
units  where  the  structure  may  have  other  building  code  problems,  and  owners  may  lack 
access  to  financing  and  rent  levels,  and  therefor  financial  resources,  are  constrained  by  low- 
income.  It  took  a  decade  to  get  the  Logan  soundproofing  program  working  reasonably  for  192.22 
middle  class  homeowners.  There  is  no  discussion  of  the  kind  of  program  that  would  be 
required  to  make  it  work  for  non-owner  occupied  low  income  housing. 

There  is  more  discussion  of  the  economic  impact  of  Peak  Pricing  on  Cape  Air,  and  prediction  ^  2^ 
of  difficulty  of  access  to  Nantucket,  Provincetown  and  Martha's  Vineyard  than  there  is  in  the 
entire  Environmental  Justice  section! ! 

The  analysis  of  differential  impact  should  be  comparative.  Alternatives  such  as  Hanscom 
Field  or  Peak  Pricing  arc  likely  to  have  NO  adverse  impact  on  low-income  or  minority  -j 
populations.  Moreover,  low  income  people,  who  are  less  likely  to  fly,  are  less  likely  to 


1 

I 
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benefit  from  any  reduction  in  delay.  But  there  is  no  comparison  of  alternatives  based  on 
environmental  justice  concerns. 

Whatever  an  appropriate  decision  might  be  after  Environmental  Justice  consideration(it  is 

possible  that  the  FAA  and  Ma-ssport  might  choose  aJtematives  with  high  Environmental 

Justice  impacts  after  full  consideration).  The  Executive  Order  and  DOT  implementation  192  25 

order  are  clear  that  Environmental  Justice  principles  are  to  be_considered  at  the  earliest 

possible  point  in  the  process  and  occur  before  decisions  are  made.  That  has  clearly  not 

occurred  in  this  draft  BIS  and  on  that  basis  alone  the  DEIS/R  is  inadequate  and  should  be 

withdrawn. 


S.  The  television  and  radiofand  newspaper)  advertising:  program  by  Masspon  con<;titutes  a 
major  flaw  in  the  environmental  process  and  a  violation  of  environmental  justice  and  in  and 
of  itself  requires  a  withdrawal  of  the  draft  ET$/R. 

•    The  topic  of  airfield  delay  and  alternatives  to  deal  with  it  is  a  very  complex  subject.  The 
television  and  radio  advertisements  oversimplify  and  distort  this  complex  issue.  Television 
and  radio  are  difficult  means  to  commurucare  complex  public  policy  is.sues  in  any  event,  but 
the  Massport  advertising  initiative  makes  no  attempt  at  a  balanced  presentation.  There  is  no 
disclosure  that  the  Runway  14/32  will  cause  substantial  increase  in  overflight  of  some 
communities,  there  is  no  identification  of  alternatives.  Tile  entire  communication  of  the  draft 
EIS  is  imbalanced,  leaving  out  important  information  and  analysis.  But  the  radio  and  TV 
advertisements,  which  arc  heard  by  many  more  people  than  read  the  Draft  EIS  is  a  totally 
biased  "sales  pitch"  which  makes  no  pretense  at  balance.  Quite  apart  from  the 
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appropriateness  of  a  public  agency  engaging  in  paid  media  communication,  in  coordination 

with  private  interested  parties,  the  biased  and  unbalanced  nanire  of  the  communication 
further  flaws  an  already  inadequate  and  imbalanced  draft  EIS.  It  must  be  emphasized  that  the 
expense  of  such  communication  is  totally  beyond  the  financial  capacity  of  the  low  and 
moderate  income  communities  adversely  affected  by  the  runway  proposal  and  constitutes 
another  violation  of  Environmental  Ju-stice  principles.  The  advertisements  also  appear  to  be 
available  only  in  the  English  language  despite  a  significant  Latino  population  m  the  impacted 
area. 


rnmments  on  the  Logan  Airside  DETS/R  SCOPE 


192.27 


192.28  ■ 


The  DEIS/R  is  so  deficient  and  misleading  that  it  shouJd  be  rejected  and  "rcscoped"  in 
order  to  provide  a  document  adequate  for  public  comment  and  interaction  to  serve  as  a  draft. 
The  most  serious  scope  deficiencies  are: 

(1)  The  scope  of  the  document  was  established  in  1995,  over  3  years  ago. 

(2)  The  DOT  Implementing  Order  for  the  Executive  Order  on  Environmental  Justice 
was  issued  April  15,  1997,  and  requires  identification  of  low-income  populations  and  minority 
populations;  consideration  of  disproportionate  impact,  consideration  of  alternatives  and 
mitigation  and  adoption  of  practicable  alternatives  to  mitigate.  Environmental  Justice  principles 
are  to  be  applied  at  the  earliest  possible  time.  These  procedures  were  not  followed  (even  though 
the  Executive  Order  itself  dates  from  1994,  and  the  DOT  order  has  been  available  since  April 
1997).  The  only,  way  to  remedy  the  substantial  flaw  in  process  is  to  begin  again. 

(3)  -  The  scope  of  the  study  is  much  too  narrow. 

a)  It  focuses  on  airfield  delay  caused  by  northwest  wind.  Since  by  Massport 

information  the  noithwest  wind  problem  causes  approximately  20%  of  airfield  delay,  and  the  1  92  29 

re-nainder  of  airfield  delay  will  grow  to  exceed  current  airfield  delay  within  5  years,  this  is  much 
too  narrow  a  problem  definition  to  be  serious,  and  appears  to  have  been  selected  to  predetermine 
a  conclusion  to  build  Runway  14-32. 

b)  Even  all  airfield  delay  is  too  narrow  a  problem  definition,  as  it  concentrates  1 92.30 
excessively  on  the  airfield,  to  the  exclusion  of  delays  caused  by  deficiencies  in  the  terminal 


configuration-  There  is  no  infonnation  in  the  DBIS/R  on  the  question  of  aU  delay  caused  to 
landing  aircraft  waiting  for  a  gate,  but  this  appears  to  be  a  growing  source  of  delay. 

c)  The  definition  of  airfield  delay  does  not  include  analysis  of  delays  caused  by 
small  aircraft  in  the  fleet  mix.  The  FAA  safety  procedures  requu-e  increased  separatior^  when 
sigmficantly  different  aircraft  foUow  each  other,  affecting  capacity  and  causing  delay.  There  is 
no  considerauon  of  this  issue,  nor  is  any  time  dimension  placed  on  the  differential  time  required 
in  transit  by  the  current  practice  of  using  non-jets  in  regional  markets.  This  industty  practice 
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appears  to  be  changing  in  respon.se  to  customer  preference,  and  analysis  of  the  comparative  time 
in  transit  could  provide  insight  into  the  likelihood  of  major  changes  in  the  regional  fleet,  which 
now  utilizes  45%  of  the  airfield  capacity  to  accommodate  107o  of  the  passengers,  according  to 
the  information  in  the  DEIS/R.  The  DEIS/R  does  not  include  analysis  of  the  constraint  imposed 
by  differential  size. 

d)  There  is  no  analysis  of  the  potential  restructuring  of  regional  air  travel,  as  small 
jet  services  make  direct  flights  from  Green,  Manchester.  Portland  and  other  regional  airports 

192.32 

more  attractive  than  the  indirect  service  of  regional  carriers  to  Logan  to  transfer  to  other  flights. 
Understandmg  the  potential  substimtabilUy  of  these  more  direcc  flights  could  provide  more 
insight  into  aircraft  movements  required  to  accommodate  regional  demand,  over  the  next  10  to 
15  years. 

e)  Even  all  aircraft  delay  is  too  narrow  a  scope,  focusing  excessively  on  the  interest 
of  efficient  utilization  of  aircraft.  Passenger  delay  includes  delay  in  processing  ticketing  and 
baggage  for  both  emplaning  and  deplaning  passengers.  These  delays  are  caused  by  terminal 

design  constraints  and  ponnel  schedules,  and  mm  Wi  COHptiOtt  itt  iMU  Of  a  (m 

terminal  configuration.  If  the  typical  passenger  follows  information  to  arrive  2  hours  in  advance. 
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these  delays  clearly  involve  more  passenger  hours  than  the  airfield-related  weather  delays,  but 
they  arc  borne  by  the  passengers,  not  the  airlines,  and  arc  not  analyzed  in  this  DEIS/R. 

f)  There  is  no  analysis  of  passenger  delay  in  accessing  Logan  on  the  metropolitan 

area  road  and  transit  system.  This  system  is  congested,  parking  at  Logan  is  limited  by  the  Clean      \  92.34 
Air  Act  paridng  "freeze",  and  improvements  in  pubhc  transport  access  are  lagging.  This  factor 
affects  passenger  and  cargo  delay  and  reliability,  and  appears  to  be  affecting  consumer  choices  to 
use  Manchester  or  Green  instead  of  Logan.  Since  over  50%  of  Logan  passengers  onginate 
outside  of  Route  128,  understanding  this  market  is  essential  to  understanding  Logan's  future. 

g)  Regional  EPA  proposed  in  its  scoping  comments  of  1995  that  a  comprehensive 

analysis  of  the  airport,  including  the  (metropolitan)  ground  access  and  terminal  capacity  and  its         192  35 

interrelationship  with  any  airside  proposals  should  be  included.  Unfortunately,  the  DEIS/R 

ignores  the  need  for  a  comprehensive  approach,  and  refers  the  reader  to  the  Generic  EIR,  a  state 

document  which,  among  other  problems,  deprives  citizens  of  protection  of  federal  laws  such  as 

the  NEPA  requirement  to  analyze  socioeconomic  as  well  as  enviroimiental  concerns.  Title  VI 

(Civil  Rights),  Section  4(f).  and  the  Executive  Order  on  Environmental  Justice. 

h)  At  the  time  the  scope  of  the  DEIS/R  was  developed,  Massport  was  proposing  a 

"People  Mover"  to  subsiantiaily  improve  transit  access  lo  the  Blue  Line,  and  the  CA/I  projcci  j  Q2 

was  committed  to  a  major  upgrade  in  the  Blue  Line  Airport  Station,  including  cross-platform 
transfer?  in  both  directions.  Now  Massport  and  Mass  Highway  have  withdrawn  these 
commitments,  giving  rise  to  tlie  question,  "How  on  earth  can  Logan  handle  50%  to  100%  growth 
in  passengers  with  a  paridng  freeze  and  no  significant  transit  improvement  in  sight?"  This  is  a 
fundamental  change  since  1995. 


i)       In  1995.  the  Port  Authority  was  talking  about  redeveloping  Terminal  A  through  a 
"privatization"  mechanism.  Today  they  have  apparently  concluded  that  wiU  not  succeed,  but 
there  is  no  clear  imieiable  for  the  redevelopment  of  Terminal  A,  the  most  prominent  terminal  at 
Logan,  and  the  most  problematic.  While  that  terminal  is  being  redeveloped,  the  capacity  to  ^  92  Sjl 

handle  passengers  wiU  go  down  unless  a  successful  mitigation  strategy  can  be  developed. 
Terminal  A  was  to  have  been  redeveloped  with  a  shape  designed  to  buffer  noise  impacts  on  the 
nearby  Jeffreys  Point  neighborhood.  In  addition,  and  with  no  increase  in  number  of  gates, 
rumors  indicate  that  Massport  now  intends  to  abandon  the  noise  buffer  shape,  and  add  gates. 
This  would  constitute  "segmentation."  A  revised  scope  should  include  Terminal  A  redeveloped 

including  any  options. 

j)        At  the  time  of  the  scoping  (1995).  Massport's  consultants  had  developed 
computer  models  to  predict  aircraft  movements  based  on  data  from  1993,  the  worst  year  for 
delay  caused  by  excessive  scheduling  of  redundant  regional  commuter  services.  Most  of  the 
projections  in  the  DEIS  are  based  on  these  projections-  The  DEIS  concedes  that  airfield  delay  at 
Logan  actuaUy  went  down  since  1993.  but  there  is  no  effort  to  analyze  what  happened,  much  less 
to  correct  the  computer  programs  to  incorporate  this  in  forecasting.  This  rendered  the  projection 
of  air  movements  questionable  as  well  as  the  resuitmg  predictions  of  the  effectiveness  of  peak 
pncmg  in  reducing  delay.  Realistic  air  traffic  predictions  require  an  open  review  of  the  actual 
data  to  develop  an  understanding  of  what  is  happening,  in  order  to  produce  more  reliable 
methods  to  predict  future  conditions. 

k)  OverfUght  of  parts  of  East  Boston  and  Chelsea  affected  by  Runway  15-33,  and  of 
South  Boston,  the  South  End,  Jamaica  Plain  and  Roxbury  affected  by  Runway  9-27  is  predicted 
to  triple  (based  on  the  computer  models  which  include  "PRAS"  goals  if  Runway  14-32  "  is 
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available.  However,  experience  shows  that  during  delay  conditions  the  FAA  controllers  ignore 
PRAS  goals  and  utilize  maximum  capacity  configurations,  so  the  tripling  of  exposure  to  -j 
overflight  predicted  with  availability  of  Runway  14-32  actually  understates  the  likely  reality. 
More  realistic  utilization  estimates  should  be  prepared,  at  least  to  provide  a  range  of  estimate. 

1)        Noise  impact  from  aircraft  is  projected  in  the  DEIS  by  using  computer  models, 
but  ci\hj£.m  have  complained  for  years  that  the  noise  levels  measured  by  Massport  microphones 
monitored  in  the  field  show  that  actual  noise  consistently  exceeds  the  predicted  levels.  Since  the 
computer's  predictions  are  used  to  decide  on  the  need  for  airlines  to  improve  the  fleet  (by        "j  92.40 
replacing  noisier  aircraft  with  quieter  ones  under  Massport  noise  rules),  and  to  decide  on 
eligibihty  for  soundproofing,  this  is  a  very  important  fundamental  flaw.  In  addition,  these  same 
models  are  used  to  predict  noise  consequences  of  the  airfield  proposals,  so  the  predicnons  in  the 
DEIS/R  understate  actual  impact.  The  computer  models  should  be  adjusted  to  better  simulate 
actual  noise  impacts. 

Moreover,  MEPA  requested  the  preparation  of  60dB  contours,  as  well  as  65.  70  and  75, 
but  this  information  is  not  included  in  the  tables  in  the  mam  report.  (There  is.  some  information 
in  the  appendices  for  those  with  the  patience  to  find  it.)  60dB  contours  should  be  prepared 
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(usmg  conrsited  models)  and  used  in  the  analysis. 

m)      Credibility  of  environmental  commitments  has  been  undermined  by  Mass 
Highway  reneging  on  the  Airport  Station  Blue  Line  cortmiitmenLs.  In  addition,  the  Mass 
Highway  revisions  constitute  a  segmentation  flaw  in  the  airfield  project.  The  Mass  Highway    1  92.42 
proposal  should  be  suspended,  and  it  and  suitable  alternatives  incorporated  into  the  revised 
scope. 


i 

In  short,  based  on  these  multiple  flaws,  the  DEIS/R  scope  is  so  out  of  date  as  to  be  ]  92.43 

meaningless.  It  should  be  withdrawn  and  a  new  scope  developed,  consistenc  with  Environmental 
Justice  principles. 


Additional  Observations  on  the  DEIS/R,  and  Scoping  Revisions  Required: 

1)  The  central  problem  with  airfield  capacity  is  the  fact  that  it  is  overutilized,  as  always  occurs 
at  facilities  in  attractive  locations  unless  they  are  managed  through  regulation  or  pricing. 
Because  of  a  variety  of  wind  and  weather  conditions,  reliability  of  Logan  is  much  higher  at 
frequency  of  Jess  than  100  movements  per  hour,  whereas  it  becomes  very  unreliable  as 
utilization  approaches  the  maximum  capacity  of  close  to  120  movements  per  hour.  Yet  the   ]  92  44 
DEIS/R  does  not  provide  basic  information  to  identify  the  reliability  of  Logan  at  75,  85,  95, 
105,  1 15  movements  per  hour  so  that  the  trade  off  between  frequency  and  reliability  can  be 
understood.  The  1993  SAR  report  by  Arthur  D.  Little  rates  the  practical  capacity  of  Logan  at 
95  movements  per  hour,  and  the  FAA  rates  its  practical  capacity  at  93  movements  per  hour. 
The  further  fundamental  issue  at  Logan  is  the  fact  that  approximately  40  percent  of  the 
airside  capacity  is  used  to  accommodate  small  regional  non-jets  which  carrv  10  percent  of  the 
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passengers,  (and  a  large  proportion  of  the  regional  passengers  ars  just  passing  through  to  other 
destinations.)  If  substantial  consolidation  of  regional  flights  could  be  achieved,  Logan  would 
operate  at  orjjelow  100  movements  per  hour  and  be  highly  reliable. 

Recognizing  this  fundamental  problem  of  misutilization  of  available  runway  capacity,  and 
the  tradeoff  between  overscheduling  and  reUability,  it  should  be  possible  to  accommodate 
substantial  increase  in  passenger  service  without  any  airfield  expansion.  Over  the  past  20  to 
25  years  Logan  has  grown  from  8  million  passengers  per  year  to  over  26  million,  with  no 
airfield  modifications  of  significance,  because  of  improvement  in  technology  and  increased 
jet  size.  Since  adoption  of  the  "no  increase  in  environmental  impact"  policy  agreed  to  in 
1987  in  the  context  of  the  environmental  impact  studies  on  the  third  harbor  tunnel,  Logan  has 
stayed  v/ithin  the  1987  noise  contour,  showing  that  minor  increases  in  passenger  volume  can 


be  accommodated  on  the  Logan  airfield  without  increased  delay  and  unreliability  and 
without  increased  noise  impact  in  surrounding  communities.  In  order  to  encourage  the  better 
utilization  of  Logan  runways,  six  basic  strategies  are  possible: 

A)  A  Clear  Policy  of  No  ,A'rf"'eld  Action.  The  overscheduling  problem  is  clearly  caused 
by  airline  scheduling  practice.  It  also  costs  the  airlines  a  lot  of  money,  because  of 
inefficient  utilization  of  aircraft,  and  hurts  the  image  of  aii-lincs  with  customers.  The 
primary  cause  of  current  delay  is  the  overutilizadon  of  small  non-jet  aircraft  in  the 
regional  carrier  market,  but  there  is  some  tendency  for  more  comfortable,  faster,  and 
larger  "small  jets"  to  be  increasingly  used  in  these  markets  in  response  to  customer 
preference  and  changing  airline  market  relationships,  so  there  is  some  likelihood  that 
a  message  to  the  airlines  that  runway  14-32  is  off  the  table  definitively  would  lead 
the  airlines  to  resolve  the  runway  overulilization  problem  on  their  own  without  any 
other  action  by  Massport  or  FAA. 

B)  Option  1  could  be  supplemented  by  a  "jawboning"  approach  with  the  airlines  to 
schedule  more  realistically. 

C)  Option  1  could  be  complemented  by  reform  of  landing  fee  structure  to  move  toward 
peak  pricing,  giving  some  market  incentive  Co  encourage  rationalization  of  the 
regional  feeders. 

D)  Option  1  could  be  complemented  by  delay  management  strategies  to  prioritize  larger 
aircraft  over  smaller  whenever  delay  conditions  exist,  thereby  minimizing  the  impact 
of  delays  on  the  largest  number  of  people  and  the  most  expensive  aircraft,  and  also 
sending  a  strong  signal  to  the  airlines  encouraging  a  shift  to  jet  operations. 


E)  Logan  could  set  a  goal  of  becoming  an  "all  jet"  airport  by  a  date  certain,  giving  a 
period  of  time  for  adjustment  followed  by  a  policy  of  priority  for  jets  on  takeoff 
whenever  delay  exists. 

F)  Logan  could  become  a  "slotted"  airport,  with  schedules  constrained  to  no  more  than 
95  movements  per  hour,  and  a  periodic  auction  mechanism  to  avoid  the 
anticompetitive  aspects  of  "slots"  in  other  cities,  and  in  Em"ope. 

The  DEIS  explores  only  peak  pricing  among  these  options,  and  appears  to  design  it  in 
order  to  fail,  with  the  peak  defined  at  1 10  movements  per  hour  for  three  successive 
hours,  a  level  of  acdvity  so  high  the  effect  on  the  system  should  not  be  expected  to  be 
significant. 

Moreover,  the  analytical  approach  to  analyzing  the  peak  pricing  seems  totally  flawed. 
The  DEIS/R  hypothesizes  a  high  fleet  and  low  fleet  scenario,  based  on  a  high  and  low 
passenger  forecast,  and  then  uses  a  model  to  predict  schedule  shifts  out  of  the  peak 
period  and  in  some  ca.ses  elimination  of  flights.  But  it  ignores  the  fact  that  the 
existence  of  even  a  weak  peak  pricing  system  would  inhibit  the  "high  fleet"  scenario 
from  developing  at  all,  since  it  would  decrease  the  profitability  of  redundant  regional 
services,  encourage  higher  load  factors,  and,  over  time,  shift  to  small  jets  at  lower  "j 


frequency.  None  of  these  effects  are  evaluated,  but  the  differences  in  delay  between 


"with"  and  "without"  Runway  14-32  wiiMn  a  given  scenario.  This  leads  to  a 
conclusion  that  the  introduction  of  even  a  weak  fonn  of  peak  pricing  should  occur 
immediately  as  suggested  by  EPA  in  1995,  so  its  effects  can  be  evaluated  and  fme 


high  fleet  and  low  fleet  scenarios  are  greater  than  the  differences  in  delay  between  the 


tuned.  The  DEIS  fails  to  ropoit  on  the  performance  of  the  PACE  program  which  was 
tried  with  some  success  in  1988.  192.48 

The  fact  is  that  the  current  landing  fee  system  is  indefensible,  except  as  a  relic.  It  is 
unrelated  to  the  opportunity  cost  of  using  the  runway  and  subsidizes  inefficient 
aircraft  to  the  detriment  of  the  vast  majority  of  passengers. 
2)  The  noise  analysis  is  inappropriate,  systematically  understating  the  likely  average  noise 

impacts  of  the  introduction  of  Runway  14-32.  While  the  DEIS  predicts  a  triphng  of        j  Q2  49 
overflight  in  Chelsea  and  East  Boston.  Somcrville.  and  South  Boston,  South  End.  Roxbury 
and  Jamaica  Plain,  the  model  is  constrained  by  PRAS  goals.  But  experience  has  shown  the 
FAA  control  tower  will  ignore  PRAS  goals  whenever  there  is  congestion,  so  even  greater 
increases  arc  likely. 

In  addition,  the  computer  generated  noise  contours  understate  noise  as  measured  in  the 

field. 

Even  ignoring  the  understatement,  the  addition  of  Runway  14-32  clearly  increases  the  noise 
affected  population,  and  thus  violates  the  1987  environmental  cap,  and  should  be  rejected  on 
that  basis  alone. 
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In  addition  the  DEIS  attempts  to  obfuscate  the  noise  impact  by  focusing  on  75  DB  contour.s 
rather  than  the  65  used  by  FAA  or  the  60  suggested  by  MEPA.  But  the  households  within 
the  75  DB  contour  shrink  in  aU  scenarios  because  of  fleet  improvement,  as  the  category  II 
aircraft  are  replaced  by  the  less  noisy  category  DI  aircraft,  and  all  of  these  affected 
households  have  been  soundproofed.  Based  on  the  Massport  theory  of  mitigation,  the 
already  soundproof  homes  within  the  75  DB  contour  will  experience  some  relief  from  the 
fleet  improvement.  It  is  the  increase  in  exposure  of  households  in  the  60  DB  contour  who 


represent  the  most  significant  worsening  of  noise  conditions,  without  soundproofing,  but 

these  numbers  are  not  calculated,  and  the  60  DB  contours  are  hidden  in  an  Appendix.  lOL.J] 

The  benefit  of  compliance  with  the  PRAS  is  exaggerated  in  the  DEIS/R.  The  PRAS  was  a 

negotiated  agreement  25  years  ago.  It  is  a  way  to  share  basically  unreasonable  amounts  of 

noise.  It  is  not  really  so  significant  as  reducing  noise  by  improving  the  fleet  mix  through 

retirement  of  the  noisiest  aircraft,  or  minimizing  the  number  of  households  within  the  60  DB 

contour. 

In  addition,  the  selection  of  1999  and  2010  distorts  the  comparisons,  since  the  phasing  out  of 
all  Stage  III  aircraft  is  due  in  2000,  and  make  it  more  difficult  to  understand  the  effect  of 
various  proposals.  Including  a  2001  analysis  would  separate  this  effect. 
In  any  case,  the  measurement  of  noise  should  be  improved  in  order  to  enforce  the  fleet  noise 
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rule  more  aggressively,  and  in  order  to  more  fairly  implement  the  soundproofing  and  other 
mitigation  strategies,  and  more  realistically  estimate  impacts.  (However,  it  is  clear  even  from 
the  inadequate  analysis  of  the  DEIS/A  that  the  Runway  14-32  would  have  substantial  adverse 
effect,  violates  the  1987  no  increase  in  impact  pohcy,  and  should  be  rejected.) 
3)  Analysis  of  the  Reduction  in  Landing  Minimum  s  is  Misleading  and  Inadequate 

The  landing  minimums  on  Runway  15  and  22  were  deliberately  held  high  pursuant  to 

agreements  with  the  city  of  Boston.  The  community's  objective  in  negotiating  these  higher 

than  normal  decision  heights  was  to  discourage  use  of  landing  over  populated  areas  during 

low  visibility  conditions,  and  to  encourage  instead  the  use  of  overwater  approaches  during 

low  visibility  conditions,  by  installing  Category  III  instrument  landing  systems,  with  the  j  Q2  53 

lowest  decision  heights  on  the  4R  and  33L  overwater  approaches.  The  DEIS  does  not 

accurately  describe  the  reasons  for  the  agreements,  or  even  the  fact  that  the  city  of  Boston 


has  contractual  rights  in  this  matter.  Worse  yet,  Caiegory  IH ILS  has  yet  to  be  installed  on 
Runway  33L.  The  DEIS/R  predictions  of  improvemenl  of  reliability  during  low  visibility 
conditions  is  not  disaggregated  to  identify  the  benefits  attributable  from  improved 
instrumentation  on  runway  approach  33L  which  the  community  supports,  as  distinguished 
from  the  decision  height  reductions  on  runway  approach  15R  and  22L,  which  the  community 
opposes.  In  addition,  the  community  has  always  understood  that  low  visibility  conditions 
generally  occur  under  low  wind  conditions,  but  the  DEIS/R  implies  that  wind  direction  is  a 
factor  in  this  proposal.  No  identification  of  the  frequency  of  high  wind/  low  visibility 
conditions,  or  data,  is  presented.  Finally,  the  community  concern  with  low  visibility  landings 
over  populated  area  is  with  safety,  and  the  anxiety  caused  by  such  operations  in  the 
residential  population,  but  the  DEIS/R  treats  it  as  a  simple  noise  problem. 

4)  The  analysis  of  the  taxiway  proposals  is  inadequate.  Since  the  primary  taxiway  proposal  is 
-the  taxiway  proposed  between  the  4-22  parallel  nmways,  and  smcc  the  DEIS/R  states  that  the 
intention  of  the  package  is  to  reduce  utilization  of  the  4-22  runways,  it  is  difficult  to 
understand  what  delays  are  proposed  to  be  alleviated.  Since  the  taxiways  will  increase  noise 
exposure  in  the  Bayesv/ater  section  of  Ea-st  Boston  and  Winthrop,  this  is  controversial,  and 
inadequate  explanations  of  its  purpose  is  presented  to  allow  for  intelligent  comment. 
Including  the  alternatives  such  as  sanitizing  the  Northern  End  of  Runway  4-22R.  and  using  it 
as  a  taxiway  should  be  included  in  a  revised  scope. 

5)  There  is  no  analysis  of  metropolitan  ground  access  capacity  or  terminal  capacity  to  shed  light 
on  the  feasibility  of  the  37  million  and  45  million  passenger  projections.  With  the  current 
parking  freeze  and  no  coherent  strategy  to  unprove  ti-ansiL  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  even 

37  million  passengers  can  reach  Logan.  The  current  terminal  capacity  does  not  appear 


capable  of  processing  appreciably  more  than  cuirent  passenger  levels.  Whenever  Terminal  A 

is  redeveloped  it  will  probably  lose  capacity  during  the  construction  process,  but  possibly  add 
capacity  once  it  is  complete.  But  there  is  no  analysis  to  show  what  number  of  passengers 
will  be  able  and  willing  to  access  Logan  over  the  next  decade  so  the  air  service  needs  can  be 
verified,  and  the  timing  of  improved  access  to  Green  Providence  via  rail,  and  iiigh  speed  rail 
lo  New  York  can  be  evaluated  in  ihe  light  of  more  severe  growth  and  terminal  access  1  ^ 

problems  at  Logan.  The  missing  information  is  fundamental  to  make  informed  choices  at 
Logan. 

6)  The  appendices  on  the  history  of  Logan  airport  are  total'y  lacking  in  explaining  the  history  of 
the  residential  communities  around  Logan  and  their  interaction  with  Logan  growth.  Some 
basic  facts  which  are  necessary  to  understand  the  socioeconomic  context  of  Logan  should 
include: 

A)  The  fact  that  the  residential  communities  predate  the  existence  of  the  airfield. 

B)  The  major  community  disruption  caused  by  construction  of  the  Sumner  Tunnel. 

C)  The  community  disruption  caused  by  the  Blue  Line  extension. 

D)  The  destruction  of  Wood  Island  Park  caused  by  expansion  of  Runway  15-33. 

E)  The  destruction  of  the  Nepmne  Rd.  neighborhood  by  the  combination  of  increased  noise, 
instillation  of  the  ILS  localizer,  and  the  (positive)  relocation  of  houses  to  the  Horace  St. 


area. 


F)  The  destruction  of  Amerena  Field  to  expand  the  airport  cargo  area  and  build  the  (now 
vacant)  post  office  area. 

G)  The  crash  landing  of  a  small  plane  on  the  porch  of  the  home  of  Senator  LxiPucsti  of 
Baycswatcr  Street,  and  the  subsequent  limits  on  the  use  of  Runway  4L-22R. 


H)  The  massive  trucking  on  Maverick  St  caused  by  filling  the  Bird  Island  flats,  the 
community  reaction  to  the  trucks  and  the  development  of  the  internal  airport  truck  route 
and  gating  of  Porter  St.  and  Maverick  St.  to  control  airport  related  traffic. 

I)  The  gridlock  conditions  on  the  airport  exit  roadway  which  led  to  the  variable  message 
egress  control  system  to  manage  the  problem,  and  the  growing  Day  Square  traffic. 

J)  The  development  of  the  1 975  master  plan  and  generic  EIR  process,  and  the  "parking 
freeze"  at  Logan. 

K)  The  installation  of  improved  ELS  systems  on  runway  approaches  15R  and  4L,  and  the 

restrictions  on  decision  height  agreed  to  by  FAA  and  the  Mass.  Port  Authority. 
L)  The  development  of  Porzio  Park  and  the  development  of  the  Bird  Island  Flats  cargo  area 

with  the  harborside  park. 
M)  The  environmental  process  for  the  Ted  Williams  Tunnel,  the  commitment  to  a  cap  on 

environmental  impacts  at  or  below  1987  limits. 
N)  The  implementation  studies  to  implement  the  1987  environmental  CAP  (improved 

parking  freeze,  Logan  noise  rules.  Logic  study.  LADS  sUidy,  and  LAMP  study,  P.  A.C.E 

Program.  Establishment  of  CAC.) 
O)  The  commitment  to  improve  transit  interface  between  the  airport  bus  and  Blue  Line  at 

Airport  Station,  with  cross  platform  transfer  in  the  1991  SFEIS  of  the  Central  Artery/ 

Tunnel  Project. 
P)  The  initiation  of  Logan  Express  services,  water  shuttle. 
Q)  The  increased  relationship  with  Chelsea  for  airport-related  activity. 
R)  The  commitment  to  an  airport  edge  buffer  park,  (not  implemented  to  date) 
S)  The  1993  Massport-Air  Inc.  mitigation  contract. 
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T)  The  Waterfront  Park  at  Marginal  SL,  Jef&ies  Point  section  of  East  Boston. 
V)  The  lawsuit  on  non-performance  of  the  1993  agreement. 
W)  The  1 997  mitigation  agreement, 
7.  Given  the  reliance  on  environmental  commitments  in  the  proposed  Runway  14-32,  a  list  of 
"broken  promises"  that  undercut  the  credibility  of  such  assurances  is  worthwhile. 

A)  Airport  Blue  Line  station  (CA/T  Commitment,  but  Massport  did  not  defend  the  honoring 
of  the  commitments  to  cross-platform  transfers  and  at-  or  below-  grade  highways,  when  Mass 
Highway  removed  the  Transit  improvements  and  substituted  very  high  (36'  and  53'  high) 
highway  ramps.) 

B)  Airport  buffer  edge  (not  implemented) 

C)  Free  shuttle  to  South  Station,  added  Logan  Express  service,  PeopleMover  to  Blue  Line  to 
increase  capacity  by  a  facror  of  six  (now  broken). 

D)  Flight  tracks  and  PRAS 

E)  Landing  decision  heights  in  bad  weather 

F)  Taxiway  use  regulation  to  restrain  noise  exposure  at  the  northern  end  of  the  4-22 
runways. 

G)  The  blast  fence  at  the  northern  end  of  the  runway  22R,  which  Massport  intermittently 
proposes  to  remove. 

8)  The  Section  4(f)  presentation  is  substantially  flawed  and  a  revised  analysis  should  be  required 
in  a  new  scope.  Specifically  all  Section  4(f)  resources  affected  by  current  operations  or  proposed 
actions  should  be  identified.  Their  noise  exposure  today  and  in  2001,  within  all  Stac^e  TTI  fleet 
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should  be  identified,  to  establish  a  new  "Base  Condition"  based  on  existing  regulation,  and  the 


impact  of  various  proposals  upon  4(f)  resources  identified.  In  addition,  analysis  to  idcntijfy  "all 
flexible  planning  to  mitigate  adverse  impact  should  be  carried  out  and  presented. 

9)  A  revised  DEIS/R  scope  should  carry  out  an  analysis  of  impacts  on  coastal  zone  and  smair  j  92  5 
growth  land  resources  in  the  South  Boston  Seaport  area,  Chelsea,  Everett  and  Somerville.  . 
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Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


192.1 


Analysis  Passenger 
Assumptions/  Forecasts 
Methodologies 


192.2     Analysis  Passenger 
Assumptions/  Forecasts 
Methodologies 


The  2010  passenger  predictions  should  be  adjusted  to 
29  million  to  37  million... to  redact  the  regional  airport  and 
regional  rail  programmed  improvements 


•••  report  contains  no  analysis  of  how  35-50%  more 
passengers  can  get  to  Logan  through  the  terminals,  when 
the  parking  spaces  are  limited  by  the  Clean  Air  Act 
"parking  freeze,"  and  transit  improyements  that  were 
proposed  at  the  airport  Blue  Line  Station  and  a  high- 
capacity  people  mover  have  been  abandoned  by  the  state 
and  Massport  and  the  Terminal  A  rebuilding  plan  has 
been  stuck  for  years  and  will  have  lower  capacity  dunno 
reconstruction.  It  is  not  at  all  clear  that  many  more 
passengers  can  get  to  Logan  or  through  the  terminals.  ...it 
is  absolutely  essential  that  a  new  draft  EIS  be  prepared 
that  includes  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  access  to 
Logan,  as  well  as  terminals,  to  evaluate  the  airfield 
proposals  intelligently. 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  analysis  considered  the  benefits  and 
impacts  of  alternatives  against  a  broad  range  of  current  and 
potential  future  activity  levels  at  Logan  Airport.  A  benefit  of 
this  approach  is  that  the  findings  and  selection  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  1A)  were  not  dependent  on 
a  specific  future  condition,  but  reflect  consideration  of 
different  scenarios.  The  analysis  of  comparative  benefits  for 
the  alternative  airside  projects  focussed  on  activity  levels  at 
29  million  and  37.5  million  annual  air  passengers  with 
different  possible  fleet  scenarios.  These  activity  levels  reflect 
probable  near-  and  long-term  conditions  and  include 
diversion  of  up  to  7.3  million  passengers  that  could  be 
accommodated  by  regional  alternatives.  The  activity  levels 
and  the  corresponding  benefits  and  impacts  of  the 
proposed  improvements  were  central  in  the  selection  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 


In  January  2000,  the  FAA  called  for  a  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 
and  a  special  panel  review  process.  The  Secretary  of 
Environmental  Affairs  found  that  "...the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this  project  adequately 
and  properly  complies  with  the  Massachusetts  Environmental 
Policy  Act...".  Refer  to  the  Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of 
Environmental  Affairs  on  the  DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 

The  impact  of  the  passenger  activity  levels,  analyzed  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR,  on  ground  access  patterns  was  studied  and 
reported  in  previous  GEIRs.  The  GEIR  and  its  Updates  are 
specifically  incorporated  by  reference  in  these  environmental 
review  documents  as  background  documents.  The 
groundside  impacts  of  the  parking  freeze,  the  Blue  Line 
Modernization  project,  the  AITC,  which  replaces  the 
people-mover  project,  and  the  new  Terminal  A  development 
have  been  analyzed  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (ESPR) 
(previously  GEIR).  The  ESPR  was  filed  on  December  15, 
2000.The  ESPR  informs  Massport's  planning  process  for  all 
the  improyements  at  Logan  Airport,  including  the 
improvements  under  review  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Each  ESPR  submission  is  subject  to  public  review  and 
comment.  Consistent  with  past  practice,  Massport  expects 
that  the  FAA  will  take  the  ESPR  analysis  into  account  dunng 
its  deliberations  and  decision  on  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  192;  Fred  Salvucci,  MIT,  Department  of  Civil  &  Environmental  Engineering 
Private  Citizens:  Cambridge 
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Code     Topic  1 


192.3 


Delay 


Topic  2 

Model 


Comment 


. . .  flights  at  Logan  decreased  from  1 993  to  1 998,  presumably 
resulting  in  reduced  delay,  but  there  is  no  information  about 
actual  delay  at  Logan  during  this  period; ...  if  airiine 
consolidation  within  the  regional  caniers  has  produced  a 
modest  reduction  in  overscheduling, ...  how  has  this  affected 
delay  and  could  further  consolidation  ol  regional  flights 
produce  further  reduction  in  delay? 


192.4   ;  Delay 


Model 


The  consultants  to  the  Community  Advisory  Committee  to 
Massport  (CAC)  believe  that  delay  has  decreased 
substantially  and  cite  FAA-produced  data  as  evidence. .  there 
is  precbus  little  real  data  about  actual  delav  as  defined  by 
FAA.  There  is  not  adequate  infomiation  about  delay  to  allow 
us  to  comment  intelligently. 


Response 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  presents  an  expanded  analyst 
and  discussion  of  current  and  historical  FAA  delay  measures, 
and  additionally  quantifies  modeled  delays  at  Logan  Airport 
during  1998,  Refer  to  Sections  1 .6  and  1 .8  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  The  delay  measures  and 
Massport's  modeling  both  show  that  Logan  Airport  continues 
to  suffer  from  serious  airside  delays  despite  the 
regional  carrier  consolidation  and  the  decline  in  regional 
can-ier  operations.  Regional  carrier  consolidation  did  not 
substantially  reduce  delays  at  Logan  Airport  because  airiine 
overscheduling  is  not  a  significant  cause  of  delays  at 
Logan  Airport.  As  the  Airside  Project  analysis  shows,  the  lack , 
of  a  three-runway  configuration  to  handle  arriving  flights 
during  periods  of  northwest  winds  is  a  major  source  of 
Logan  Airport  delays.  Furthermore,  the  impact  of  regional 
carrier  consolidation  on  future  delay  levels  was  explicitly 
examined  through  the  analysis  of  several  future  "Low"  fleet 
scenarios,  which  assume  that  commuter  aircraft  comprise  a 
smaller  share  of  Logan  Airport's  fleet  compared  to  the 
"High"  fleet  scenario  (new  fleet,  incorporating  a  significant 
proportion  of  regional  jets  was  also  analyzed).  Even  future 
Low  fleet  scenarios  show  significant  levels  of  delays  at 
Logan  Airport.  Based  on  actual  experience  and  the 
Airside  Project  modeling,  further  regional  carrier  consolidatior 
is  not  expected  to  have  a  significant  impact  on  delay  levels  in 
Low  fleet  conditions.  In  high  fleet  conditions,  when  airiine 
overscheduling  is  a  major  contributor  to  delays,  regional 
carrier  flight  consolidation  reduces  delay  levels.  Massport 
proposes  to  monitor  airline  overscheduling  conditions  and  to 
seek  voluntary  schedule  adjustments  from  airiines  to  reduce 
delays  caused  by  overscheduling.  If  airiines  do  not  voluntarily 
comply,  Massport  has  developed  an  action  plan  as  described 
in  Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  designed  to 
address  overscheduling  conditions  at  Logan  Airport. 


Sections  1 .6  and  1 .8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
describe  FAA  and  U.S.  DOT  measures  of  delay  and  their 
limitations,  including  historical  data  on  delays  at  Logan  Airpor 
and  other  major  United  States  airports,  and  discusses  the 
estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays.  Regardless  of  the 
delay  measure  used,  Logan  Airport  has  consistently  been 
one  of  the  most  delayed  airports  in  the  nation,  ranking  sixth  ir 
total  delays  and  third  in  arnval  delays  in  1998.  Historically, 
FAA  Opsnet  delays  at  Logan  Airport  peaked  in  1993, 
declined  lor  two  years  and  are  rising  again.  In  fact,  delayed 
flights  at  Logan  Airport,  as  measured  by  the  FAA,  increased 
by  30  percent  in  1998.  Arrival  delays,  which  would  be  directly 
affected  by  Runway  14/32,  have  risen  steadily  since  1994 
and  now  Logan  Airport  is  the  third  most  delayed  airport  in  the 
United  States  in  terms  of  arriving  flights.  Because  the  FAA 
and  U.S.  DOT  delay  statistics  only  record  historical  delays, 
the  FAA  requires  delay  modeling  when  evaluating  the  future 
delay  reduction  benefits  of  airport  capital  improvements.  The 
methodology  used  for  the  Airside  Project  provides  a  consistent 
and  systematic  estimate  of  flight  delays  caused  by  constraints 
at  Logan  Airport.  The  analysis  based  on  this  methodology 
indicates  that:  (1)  flight  delays  at  Logan  Airport  remain  a 
significant  problem  and  will  become  worse  over  time  if  no 
action  is  taken  and  (2)  the  Preferred  Alternative  can  provide 
significant  reductions  in  cun-ent  and  future  delay  levels. 


Letter  192:  Fred  Salvucci,  MIT,  Department  of  Civil  &  Environmental  Engineering 
Private  Citizens:  Cambridge 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 


Code 

192.5 


Topic  1 

Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 


Topic  2  Comment 

Noise  Model       The  DEIS/R  uses  computer  projections  of  noise,  but  the 

computer  projections  consistently  understate  actual  noise  as 
measured  by  Massport  over  field  microphones. 


192.6     Analysis  Noise  Model 

Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 


192.7     Analysis  Noise  Model 

Assumptions/ 
;  Methodologies 


The  tripling  of  overflights  predicted  actually  understates 
the  shift  in  operations  that  will  occur  given  the  long 
experience  with  FAA  control  tower  ignoring  the  PRAS 
whenever  delay  exists.  Given  Massport's  projections  of 
increased  delay  within  5  years,  the  utilization  of 
Runways  15/33  and  9/27  is  likely  to  more  than  triple.  The 
lack  of  analysis  of  this  actual  increase  in  overflight  likely 
makes  the  noise  predictions  further  understated. 


Land  Use  and  Coastal  Zone  Impacts  and  Smart  Growth  are 
ignored  -  the  DEIS  ignores  the  impact  of  increased  overflight 
(by  a  factor  of  at  least  3!)  on  currently  underutilized  land  in  the 
Seaport  district  of  Boston,  and  in  Chelsea,  Everett  and 
Somerville. 


Response 

Differences  between  measured  and  modeled  sound  levels  have 
been  reported  in  Logan  Airport's  various  GEIRs  and 
Annual  Updates  for  a  number  of  years.  Differences  at  close-in 
locations  were  significantly  reduced  in  1996  through 
modification  of  source  levels  to  better  account  for 
over-water  sound  propagation  and  apparent  use  of 
higher  engine  power  settings  than  are  normally  assumed  in  the 
noise  model's  database  (Refer  to  Appendix  E  of  the 
Logan  Airport  1996  Annual  Update). 

In  1998,  differences  between  measured  and  modeled  noise 
;  became  even  less  when  Massport  upgraded  its 
,  monitoring  system  and  began  to  report  noise  caused  only  by 
\  aircraft  ~  a  metric  directly  comparable  to  the  DNL  exposure 
;  levels  predicted  by  the  noise  model. 

\  At  sites  having  exposure  levels  of  60  dB  or  more,  this 
improvement  to  the  monitoring  system  brought  measured  and 
modeled  DNL  values  to  within  0.2  dB  of  each  other.  (Refer  to 
Chapter  6  of  the  Logan  Airport  1999  Environmental 
Planning  and  Status  Report].  Massport  continues  to  investigate 
possible  causes  for  remaining  differences  (such  as  from  hill 
effects)  but  believes  the  FAA's  INM  noise  model  used  in  the 
Airside  Project  noise  analyses  accurately  represents  expected 
noise  exposure. 

The  simulation  modeling  performed  for  the  Airside  Project 
study  analysis  considers  PRAS  only  when  more  than  one 
available  runway  configuration  has  sufficient  capacity  to 
accommodate  demand.  There  is  no  basis  for  the  claim  that 
the  Airside  Project  understates  the  changes  in  overflights 
resulting  from  Runway  14/32. 


The  improvements  to  be  implemented  under  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  delay  and  enhance  the 
efficiency  of  an  existing  airport.  The  improvements  will  be 
constructed  on  the  existing  airfield  and  will  support  the 
urtjan  development  needs  in  the  area  communities  and  are 
therefore  consistent  with  Smart  Growth  policies  and 
Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone  Growth  Management 
Principle  #2  (Refer  to  Section  6.5  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.).  The  areas  that  will  experience  overflights  with 
the  use  of  Runway  14/32  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  are 
the  same  areas  that  experience  overflights  under  existing 
conditions.  Flights  using  ovenwater  routings  will  increase  wrth 
the  use  of  the  Proposed  Runway  14/32. 
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192.8  Alternatives 


Topic  2  Comment 

Runway  1 4/32     The  entire  analysis  assumes  that  Runway  1 4/32  will  be  used 
only  in  overwater  approaches  and  departures,  but  Appendix  I 
indicates  that  US  statute  makes  that  decision  solely  the 
province  of  the  F/\A.  Such  decision  must  comply  with  NEPA. 
But  there  is  no  guarantee  that  even  a  full  EIS  would  be 
required  to  use  the  runway  in  both  directions. . .  there  is  no 
basis  for  confidence  that  the  njnway  will  be  unidirectional.  The 
DEIS/R  contains  no  analysis  of  the  noise  and  safety  impacts 
on  Jeffries  Point,  East  Boston,  Charlestown  and  Beacon  Hill 
that  would  be  caused  by  two-way  operation  of  Runway  14/32. 
Failure  to  disclose  the  potential  impact,  and  the  lack  of  any 
disclosure  of  credible  guarantees  on  tNs  matter  is  a 
substantial  flaw  that  requires  that  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  be 
rejected  as  Inadequate. 


192.9  Noise 


Stage  3 


The  DEIS/R  uses  1 999  simulated  information  as  the  basis 
of  comparison  for  predicted  year  2010  impacts  in  a  vanety 
of  scenarios.  The  federal  law  requires  that  phaseout  of  all 
non-Stage  III  aircraft  by  the  year  2000,  so  certainly  Logan, 
with  its  stricter  noise  rule,  should  be  all  Stage  III  aircraft  by 
the  year  2000.  For  this  reason,  the  1999  simulation  should 
be  run  with  an  all  Stage  3  fleet,  in  order  to  understand  the 
true  impact  of  the  various  alternatives,  and  should  be 
used  in  particular  to  identify  Section  4(f)  impacts,  for  all 
park  and  historical  resources  currently  affected  by  Logan 
or  potentially  affected.  Because  of  the  failure  to  identify 
the  1999  all  Stage  III  exposure,  the  basic  analysis  of 
Section  4(f)  impacts  and  noise  comparison  among 
alternatives  is  seriously  in  error... 


Response 

A  bi-directional  Runway  14/32  was  not  considered  for  a 
variety  of  operational  and  safety  reasons.  The  unidirectional 
Runway  14/32  concept  analyzed  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  evolved  from 
earlier  feasibility  studies  including  the  FAA's  Boston  Logan 
Capacity  Enhancement  Plan  (October1992),  which 
determined  that  a  bi-directional  runway  was  not  a  feasible 
option. 

State  approval  under  MEPA  and  federal  approval  under 
NEPA  will  allow  Runway  14/32  to  proceed  only  on  a  basis 
consistent  with  the  stated  unidirectional  limitations. 
Consistent  with  such  approvals,  Massport  will  light  and  stripe 
Runway  14/32  to  accommodate  unidirectional  operations 
only.  Furthermore,  the  location  of  Runway  14/32  involves 
physical  limitations  that  reinforce  unidirectional  use.  The 
Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center,  which  is  located  1,300 
feet  from  Runway  14  and  is  174  feet  high,  invades 
FAA  approach  surface  glide  slope  requirements,  thereby 
precluding  arrivals  from  the  west  to  Runway  14.  Additionally, 
the  lack  of  available  taxiways  to  allow  aircraft  to  reach 
Runway  32  prevents  aircraft  departures  from  Runway  32. 

Massport  will  reinforce  its  commitment  to  unidirectional  use 
by  including  the  intended  unidirectional  limitation  as  a 
mitigation  measure.  This  designation  will  be  reinforced 
through  Section  61  findings  that  will  be  adopted  by  the 
Massport  Board  as  required  under  MEPA.  It  is  anticipated 
that  any  state  and  federal  approvals  will  also  strictly  reinforce 
the  unidirectional  limitations  intended  for  Runway  14/32. 

Comparisons  of  the  Action  Alternatives  to  the  | 
No  Action  Alternatives  for  individual  fleet  scenarios  are  the 
appropriate  basis  for  evaluation  and  are  not  distorted. 
Fleet  composition  within  each  individual  forecast  scenario 
remains  consistent.  The  phase-out  of  Stage  2  aircraft  will 
reduce  the  noise  impacts  from  Logan  Airport,  producing 
benefits  to  surrounding  communities.  These  impacts  are 
discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously 
GEIR). 

The  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario  includes  22  daily  operations  in 
Stage  2  aircraft  (depending  on  the  alternative  examined), 
which  represent  about  2.5  percent  of  the  total  daily  jet 
operations  in  that  fleet.  (Refer  to  Table  6.2-1  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR).  In  the  shift  to  a  post-1999, 
100  percent  Stage  3  fleet,  some  of  these  aircraft  would  likely 
have  received  hushkits  resulting  in  very  little  improvement  in 
the  noise  of  individual  overflights  (and  hence,  little 
improvement  in  DNL),  and  some  were  likely  converted  to 
Stage  3  airplanes.  However,  on  balance,  the  total  number  of 
Stage  2  operations  in  1999  is  small,  and  a  revised 
29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario  would  leave  a  significant  number  of 
hushkitted  airplanes  to  dominate  the  exposure.  For  these 
reasons,  it  is  estimated  that  the  presence  of  the  Stage  2 
airplanes  in  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario  overstates  noise 
exposure  by  only  a  few  tenths  of  a  dB,  which  does  not 
represent  a  material  difference. 
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Regional 
Transportation 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Regional  j  Massport  owns  Hanscom  Field,  an  existing  airport  adjacent  to 
Airports  \  Route  128,  but  no  analysis  is  done  of  the  potential  share  of 

;  commercial  activity  that  Hanscom  might  absorb,  and  the  net 
;  environmental  impact  on  the  Hanscom  environment  if  military 
:  and  general  aviation  activity  were  displaced.  With  no  analysis 
of  this  alternative,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  is  substantially  flawed  and 
should  be  viewed  as  an  inadequate  basis  for  comment. 


192.11  Alternatives 


Peak  Period 
Pricing 


192.12    Alternatives      '  Peatc  Period 
Pricing 


The  overutiiization  of  Logan  airspace  by  regional  carriers 
who  use  40%  of  the  airspace  to  accommodate  10%  of  the 
passengers  is  the  central  problem  driving  delay  at  Logan, 
but  the  only  option  explored  to  deal  with  this  is  a  very 
weak  form  of  peak  pricing,  with  a  very  high  "trigger"  of 
110  movements  per  hour.  No  sensitivity  analysis  is 
presented,  to  explore  the  impact  of  different  Iriggers"  set 
at  105,100  or  95  movements  per  hour.  Also,  the  analysis 
methodology... does  not  explore  the  possibility  the  flights 
will  be  consolidated  into  a  smaller  number  of  larger 
aircraft.  For  this  reason  the  analysis  both  understates  the 
delay  reduction  potential  of  this  method  and  overstates  its 
economic  impact. 

The  likelihood  that  even  a  weak  form  of  Peak  Pricing 
would  tend  to  preclude  the  high  delay  "high"  scenario  is 
not  even  mentioned,  even  though  the  delay  avoidance 
benefits  of  the  Low  vs.  High  scenario  are  greater  than  the 
differences  among  the  alternatives  considered.  Since 
Peak  Pricing  will  tend  to  inhibit  the  profitability  of 
redundant  regional  services,  it  seems  likely  that  the  Peak 
Pricing  would  preclude  the  High  Scenario  from  occurring, 
and  that  it  should  be  tried  before  any  of  the  construction 
scenarios... 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  ~ 
DEIS/FEIR  specifically  considered  the  role  of  Hanscom  Field 
in  the  analysis  of  regional  alternatives.  Hanscom  Field,  which 
serves  as  a  general  aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport, 
already  accommodates  a  significant  number  of 
aircraft  operations  (183,000  operations  in  1998).  The 
Hanscom  Field  activity  includes  private,  business,  charter, 
and  air  taxi  operations  that  might  otherwise  use 
Logan  Airport.  Since  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  was 
filed,  Shuttle  America,  a  newly  founded  airline,  began 
commercial  scheduled  operations  at  Hanscom  Field,  offering 
limited  turboprop  services  to  short-haul  regional  markets  - 
Trenton,  Buffalo,  Hartford  (discontinued),  Wilmington, 
Delaware  (discontinued),  and  Greensboro.  Shuttle  Amenca  is 
also  conducting  operations  between  Hanscom  and 
New  York  LaGuardia  Airport.  While  Massport  supports 
commercial  service  at  Hanscom  Field  consistent  with  its 
established  policy  (60-seat  regulation),  it  believes  that 
Hanscom  Field  will  maintain  its  role  as  a 
major  general  aviation  reliever,  and  that  its 
geographic  proximity  to  Logan,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester  airports  will  prevent  its  development  as  a 
significant  commercial  airport.  Additionally,  commuter  airlines 
serving  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely  to  move  a 
significant  number  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to 
Hanscom  Field,  since  approximately  50  percent  of 
passengers  on  Logan  Airport's  commuter  flights  connect  to 
other  Logan  Airport  flights.  However,  any  new  commercial 
service  initiatives  proposed  for  Hanscom  Field  shall  be 
reviewed  for  consistency  with  the  Hanscom  GEIR  (HGEIR), 
its  Annual  Updates,  and  applicable  regulatory  limitations,  and 
shall  be  considered  by  the 

Hanscom  Field  Advisory  Committee.  Refer  to  Section  2.6  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of 
Hanscom  Field.  The  environmental  impacts  of 
commercial  services  at  Hanscom  Field  are  summarized  from 
the  HGEIR  and  appear  in  Appendix  B  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

Logan  Airport's  normal  operating  capacity  is  approximately 
120  operations  per  hour,  and  is  available  nearly  80  percent  of 
a  typical  year.  The  use  of  a  1 10  operations  per  hour  threshold 
in  the  illustrative  PPP  program,  which  is  ten  operations  below 
Logan  Airport's  normal  runway  capacity,  represents  a 
consen/ative  value  and  avoids  understatement  of  the 
potential  delay  benefits  of  the  policy.  The  possibility  that  PPP 
would  promote  flight  consolidation  in  regional  carrier  markets 
is  reflected  in  the  analysis  presented  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  and  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  This 
analysis  forecasts  a  reduction  in  flight  frequency  within 
many  regional  markets  with  the  program  in  effect. 


Additional  analysis  of  PPP  is  set  out  in  Section  4.5  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  This  analysis  includes  the  High 
Fleet  scenario.  Demand  management  measures  at  other 
United  States  and  international  airports  are  discussed  in 
Section  3.5. 
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192.13  i  Alternatives 


Non- 
Construction 
Alternatives 


Other  alternatives  to  control  overscheduling  such  as 
"slotting"  Logan  at  a  reasonable  number  of  movements 
per  hour,  using  market  measures  to  distribute  the  "slots" 
are  not  evaluated  whatsoever. 


192.14  i  Alternatives 


Non- 
Construction 
Alternatives 


Use  of  limited  priority  based  on  size  of  aircraft  to  reduce 
the  impact  of  airfield  delay  is  not  considered. 


192.15  ;  Alternatives 


192.16  i  Alternatives 


192.17  Altematives 


Non-  Simple  "jawboning"  of  regional  air  carriers  is  a  technique 

Construction       that  might  have  substantial  benefit,  especially  if 
Alternatives       accompanied  by  phase-in  of  Peak  Pricing  or  lease 

restrictions  to  encourage  movements  toward  an  all-jet 

Logan. 

Peak  Period  The  effectiveness  of  the  P.A.C.E.  program  in  1988  is  not 
Pricing  described  or  evaluated. 


Taxiway 
Improvements 


There  are  no  alternatives  considered  to  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway  proposal.  It  would  appear  that  the 
threshold  of  Runway  4U22R  could  be  displaced 
substantially  to  the  south,  in  order  to  increase  the  height 
of  aircraft  landing  over  the  Bayswater  Street 
neighborhood,  reducing  noise  and  increasing  safety 
margin. 


Response 

Neither  federal  nor  state  scoping  directives  required  an 
analysis  of  slot  controls.  Imposition  of  slot  controls  constitutes 
a  federal  policy  that  has  been  preempted  to  the  FAA  under 
federal  law  and  is  not  within  Massport's  jurisdiction.  PPP 
represents  a  market  approach  that  should  encourage  the 
highest  value  services  to  use  Logan  Airport  during  periods  of 
scarce  capacity  without  the  market  disruption  and  other 
inefficiencies  related  to  slot  control.  Congress  determined  tha 
the  slot  program  has  a  number  of  significant  problems.  The 
U.S.  DOT  has  analyzed  options  for  reducing  slot  controls  at  ) 
airports.  As  a  result,  the  Wendell  H.  Ford  Aviation  Investment: 
and  Reform  Act  for  the  215'  Century  (AlR-21 ),  which  was 
enacted  in  March  2000,  eliminates  all  slots  at  three  of  the 
nation's  slot-controlled  airports.  Slots  at  the  Chicago  O'Hare 
Airport  will  be  eliminated  by  July  1, 2002  and  slots  at  New 
York  LaGuardia  Airport  and  New  York  JFK  Airport  will  be 
eliminated  by  January  1 , 2007. 


The  air  traffic  control  system  of  the  United  States,  which  the 
FAA  operates,  is  based  on  a  first-come,  first-sen/e  policy.  An^ 
change  in  this  policy  would  require  a  major  federal  decision 
that  would  involve  a  major  overhaul  of  the 
entire  air  traffic  control  system,  including  procedures, 
manuals,  software,  controller/pilot  training,  etc.  The  FAA  is 
continually  evaluating  altematives  to  increase  efficiency  of  thj 
national  airspace  system.  However,  future  FAA  initiatives  will 
not  eliminate  the  need  for  the  proposed  airfield  improvements 
at  Logan  Airport.  The  FAA's  national  initiative  will  not  prevent 
the  decline  in  capacity  under  northwest  wind  conditions  that 
occur  at  Logan  Airport. 


As  a  mitigation  measure,  Massport  will  establish  a 

Peak  Period  monitoring  programs  as  outlined  in  Section  4.5 

of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


The  impacts  of  the  Program  for  Airfield  Capacity  Efficiency 
(PACE)  are  described  and  evaluated  in  Section  3.5  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


The  threshold  for  Runway  22R  is  already  displaced  845  feet 
to  the  south,  which  increases  the  height  of  landing  aircraft  by 
only  42  feet.  Further  displacement  would  not  be  a  substitute 
for  the  benefits  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway.  Moreover, 
Runway  22R  is  used  almost  exclusively  for  jet  and 
non-jet  departures  so  further  displacement  would  have  a 
negligible  effect  on  the  impacts  of  landing  aircraft  traffic. 

The  northern  end  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  will  provide  an 
alternate  routing  for  those  heavy  jets  that  require  the  length  ol 
Runway  22L  for  takeoff,  allowing  them  to  avoid  the  queue  on 
Taxiway  November.  The  southern  end  of  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway  allows  arrivals  on  Runway  22L  and 
Runway  27  to  be  routed  more  efficiently  for  crossing 
Runway  22R  with  reduced  delays  and  minimized  ground 
idling. 
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Taxiway 
improvements 


Topic  2  Comment 

It  should  be  possible  to  consider  replacing 
Taxiway  November  with  a  buffer  ??  [sic]  to  protect  the 
beach.  Since  the  entire  premise  of  the  Massport  airfield 
proposal  is  that  the  4/22  runways  will  be  utilized  less,  it  is 
not  clear  why  the  centerfield  taxiway  is  needed  at  all,  or 
alternatively  why  a  sanitized  northerly  ENV  of  runway  4L- 
22R  cannot  serve  as  the  taxiway  for  the  northerly  portion 
in  lieu  of  the  "November"  taxiway  which  adversely  affects 
Constitution  Beach. 


Environmental 
Justice 


The  core  [process]  of  the  Executive  Order,  and  the  DOT 
implementing  order  of  April  1997 ...  was  not  followed. 


192.20  :  Noise  Soundproofing     The  interpretation  that  soundproofing  can  mitigate,  so  that 

the  impact  can  be  denied  is  inappropriate. 


192.21  Noise 


Soundproofing     ...there  is  no  disclosure  in  the  draft  EIS  of  how 

soundproofing  can  be  achieved  in  low-income  housing 
units  where  the  structure  may  have  other  building  code 
problems... 


Response 

Converting  Runway  4L/22R  north  of  Runway  15Ry33L  into  a~ 
taxiway  would  cause  a  major  reduction  in  the  takeoff  distance 
available  on  Runway  22R  as  well  as  in  the  landing  distance 
on  Runway  4L.  When  operating  to  the  south,  most  departures 
would  need  to  use  Runway  22L  instead  of  Runway  22R, 
which  would  mean  significantly  increased  ground  congestion, 
delays  and  associated  environmental  impacts.  To  the  north, 
fewer  arrivals  would  be  capable  of  using  Runway  4L,  which 
would  increase  delays  on  Logan  Airport's  highest  volume 
configuration. 

The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  was  significantly 
expanded  in  Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Low-income  and  minority  populations  were  defined  in 
accordance  with  Federal  Executive  Order  12898,  the 
Final  United  States  Department  of  Transportation  Order,  and 
the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  guidance  on 
Environmental  Justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis  of  low-income 
populations  was  expanded  to  include  households  at 
150  percent  of  poverty  level.  This  analysis  found  that  there  is 
no  high  and  adverse  disproportionate  impact  to  low-income 
and  minority  populations  from  the  Preferred  Alternative.  TEST 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  borne  by  low-income 
or  minority  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
minority,  compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minority  population 
of  38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  includes  a 
predominately  Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which  is 
predicted  under  worst  case  assumptions  to  experience  an 
increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change 
is  not  a  significant  adverse  impact.  Mitigation  of  the  increased 
noise  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  will  be  provided  to 
affected  communities  in  the  form  of  residential  sound 
insulation. 


The  Final  U.S.  DOT  Order  on  Environmental  Justice  directs 
FAA  to  determine  whether  its  programs,  policies  and  activities 
will  have  a  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  impact  on 
minority  or  low-income  communities,  taking  account  of 
mitigation,  enhancement  measures,  and  all  offsetting 
benefit's  to  the  affected  populations,  as  well  as  the  design, 
comparative  impacts,  and  the  relevant  number  of  similar 
existing  system  elements  in  non-minority  and  non-low-income 
areas. 


Federal  requirements  typically  exclude  the  FAA  from  any 
responsibility  to  bring  a  building  up  to  code  when  the 
structure  is  sub-standard  but  othenwise  qualifies  to  participate 
in  an  airport-sponsored  sound  insulation  program.  However, 
to  address  impacts  in  particular  projects,  such  as  the 
proposed  Airside  Project,  FAA  has  discretion  to  use  grant 
funds  to  bring  buildings  up  to  code  as  part  of  the  mitigation 
program  to  the  extent  such  improvement  are  required  to 
proceed  with  the  sound  insulation  work.  The  mitigation 
program  for  the  Airside  Project  includes  use  of  grant  funds  for 
such  purposes.  For  the  eligible  residences,  the  FAA  will  fund 
building  code  improvements,  to  the  extent  necessary,  to 
implement  effective  sound  insulation  treatment. 
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Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

192.22 

Noise 

Soundproofing 

There  is  no  discussion  of  ttie  kind  of  [soundproofing] 
program  that  would  be  required  to  make  it  work  tor 
non-owner  occupied  low-income  housing. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  1 92.21 .  . 

192.23 

Environmental 
Justice 

There  is  more  discussion  of  the  economic  impact  of  Peak 
Pricing  on  Cape  Air,  and  prediction  of  difficulty  of  access 
to  Nantucket,  Provincetown  and  Martha's  Vineyard  than 
there  is  in  the  entire  Environmental  Justice  section! 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  significantly  expands  upon  the 
discussion  of  Environmental  Justice  presented  in  the  Airside 
Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  Refer  to  response  to  Comment  192.19 ; 
and  Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  1 

192.24 

Environmental 
Justice 

The  analysis  of  differential  impact  should  be  comparative. 
Alternatives  such  as  Hanscom  Field  or  Peak  Pricing  are 
likely  to  have  NO  adverse  impact  on  low-income  or 
minority  populations.  Moreover,  low  income  people,  who 
are  less  likely  to  fly,  are  less  likely  to  benefit  from  any 
reduction  in  delay.  But  there  is  no  companson  ot 
alternatives  based  on  environmental  justice  concerns. 

The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  in  Section  6.8  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  complies  with  the  applicable 
requirements  of  Federal  Executive  Order  12898,  the  Final 
United  States  Department  of  Transportation  Order,  and  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Ouality's  guidance  on 
Environmental  Justice  The  Preferred  Alternative  will  not  hav( 
a  disproportionate  high  and  adverse  impact  on  minority  or 
low-income  populations. 

192.25 

Environmental 
Justice 

Whatever  an  appropriate  decision  might  be  after 
Environmental  Justice  consideration... The  Executive 
Order  and  DOT  implementation  order  are  clear  that 
Environmental  Justice  principles  are  to  be  considered  at 
the  earliest  possible  point  in  the  process  and  occur  before 
decisions  are  made,  that  has  clearly  not  occurred  in  this 
draft  EIS... 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  192.24. 

192.26 

Environmental 
Justice 

The  television  and  radio  (and  newspaper)  advertising 
program  by  Massport  constitutes  a  major  flaw  in  the 
environmental  process  and  [is]  a  violation  of 
environmental  justice ... 

Massport  did  not  sponsor  television,  radio,  or  newspaper 
advertisements  for  the  Airside  Project.  Massport  disagrees 
with  the  other  assertions  in  this  commenL 

192.27 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

MEPA 

The  DEIS/R  is  so  deficient  and  misleading  that  it  should  be 
rejected  and  "rescoped"  ...The  scope  of  the  document  was 
established  in  1995,  over  3  years  ago. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that  "...the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on 
this  project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act...".  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
Draft  EIR,  dated  May  7, 1999.  The  issues  identified  in  the 
MEPA  Scope  for  both  the  Draft  EIR  and  Final  EIR  continue  to 
be  relevant.  In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review 
of  the  Draft  EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a 
Supplemental  DEIS  to  address  specific  issues  identified  by 
the  FAA  following  input  from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six 
persons.  At  the  FAA's  direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members 
were  appointed  by  the  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts  and  three  were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the 
City  of  Boston.  Under  the  direction  of  the  New  England 
Region  FAA,  the  SDEIS  Panel  convened  in  March  2000  and 
then  met  at  least  monthly  with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of 
2000.  A  total  of  12  meetings  were  held.  To  provide  the 
appropriate  background,  the  SDEIS  Panel  was  presented 
with  an  Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key  letters  written  by  members  of 
the  public,  concerned  agencies  and  public  officials 
responding  to  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a  series 
of  fifteen  visual  and  written  presentations  from  the  Project's 
technical  consulting  team  and  other  independent  industry 
experts. 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

iNtrA 

The  DOT  Implementing  Order  for  the  Executive  Order  on 
Environmental  Justice  was  issued 
April  15, 1997. ..Environmental  Justice  principles  are  to  be 
applied  at  the  earliest  possible  time.  These  procedures 
were  not  followed... 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  192.24. 
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Code     Topic  1 

192.29    Purpose  and 
:  Need 


Topic  2  Comment 

Delay  Since  by  Massport  information  the  northwest  wind 

problem  causes  approximately  20%  of  airfield  delay,  and 
the  remainder  of  airfield  delay  will  grow  to  exceed  current 
airfield  delay  within  5  years,  this  is  much  too  narrow  a 
problem  definition  to  be  serious,  and  appears  to  have 
been  selected  to  predetermine  a  conclusion  to  build 
Runway  14/32. 


192.30 


Purpose  and 
Need 


Delay 


192.31     Purpose  and  Delay 
Need 


192.32  i  Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


\  Even  all  airfield  delay  is  too  nan-ow  a  problem  definition,  as  it 
concentrates  excessively  on  the  airfield,  to  the  exclusion  of 
delays  caused  by  deficiencies  in  the  temiinal  configuration. 

The  definition  of  airfield  delay  does  not  include  analysis  of 
delays  caused  by  small  aircraft  in  the  fleet  mix.  The  FAA 
safety  procedures  require  increased  separation  when 
significantly  different  aircraft  follow  each  other,  affecting 
capacity  and  causing  delay.  There  is  no  consideration  of  this 
issue,  nor  is  any  time  dimension  placed  on  the  differential  time 
required  in  transit  by  the  current  practice  of  using  non-jets  in 
regional  ma&ets.  The  DEIS/R  does  not  include  analysis  of  the 
consti-aint  imposed  by  differential  size. 

There  is  no  analysis  of  the  potential  restmcturing  of  regional 
air  tiBvel,  as  small  jet  services  make  direct  flights  from  Green, 
Manchester,  Portland  and  other  regional  airports  more 
atti-active  than  the  indirect  sen/ice  of  regional  carriers  to  Logan 
to  transfer  to  other  flights. 


Response 

While  Massport  cannot  reduce  delays  caused  by 
snowstorms,  fog,  and  other  severe  weather  conditions,  it  can 
affect  delays  that  occur  in  VFR  conditions.  These  delays  are 
caused  by  a  fundamental  inadequacy  in 
Logan  Airport's  airfield  layout,  i.e..  the  lack  of  a  third  available 
runway  in  the  northwest-southeast  operating  direction.  When 
strong  northwest  winds  force  the  airport  to  a 
northwest-southeast  orientation,  air  traffic  controllers  lack  a 
third  available  runway.  If  no  actions  are  taken,  the 
VFR  component  of  delay  will  increase  the  fastest.  The 
proposed  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  would  produce 
immediate  delay  reduction  benefits  that  would  increase  into 
the  future  as  forecast  activity  levels  grow.  Under  a  near-term, 
29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  the  Preferred  Alternative  reduces  ' 
annual  delay  by  28,000  hours.  Under  a  longer-term  37.5  M 
High  Fleet  scenario,  the  Preferred  Alternative  saves 
94,000  annual  hours  of  delay. 

Delays  caused  by  northwest  winds  represent  a  significant 
problem  at  Logan  Airport,  and  one  that  can  be  addressed 
through  the  recommended  construction  of  unidirectional 
Runway  14/32.  Other  elements  of  the  Airside  Project  address 
other  issues  related  to  delay,  airfield  efficiency,  and  safety  at 
Logan  Airport.  The  Preferred  Alternative  was  selected  after 
careful  analysis  of  operating  and  environmental 
considerations 


Refer  to  response  to  Comment  192.2. 


The  mix  of  large  and  small  aircraft  at  Logan  Airport  and  the 
resulting  impacts  on  aircraft  separation  requirements  are 
reflected  in  simulation  modeling  for  this  project. 


Developments  at  the  regional  airports  and  their  impacts  on 
Logan  Airport  are  described  in  Sections  2.3  to  Section  2.6  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Massport  considers 
Logan  Airport  to  be  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester,  and 
Worcester  Regional  airports.  Massport  has  long  recognized 
that  sen/ice  development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at 
these  airports  are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-tenn 
strategy  to  accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growth. 
Massport  has  actively  encouraged  the  development  of  these 
regional  airports.  Greater  use  of  the  regional  airports  will 
provide  passengers  within  the  service  area  of  such  airports 
with  a  viable  alternative  to  Logan  Airport.  Since  demand 
within  Logan  Airport's  primary  sen/ice  area  will  remain  strong, 
the  improvements  at  other  regional  airports  will  not  eliminate 
the  need  for  airside  projects  at  Logan  Airport. 

The  benefits  of  improved  direct  services  at  the  regional 
airports  have,  in  certain  instances,  reduced  dependence  on 
Logan  Airport  for  connecting  services.  For  example, 
Manchester  Airport  received  hourly  service  to  Logan  Airport 
in  the  late  1980s,  but  receives  no  Logan  Airport  flights  today. 
This  reflects  the  availability  of  improved  access  to  other  hubs 
and  major  ongin  and  destination  mari<ets  from 
Manchester  Airport. 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


192.33 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delay 

Even  all  aircraft  delay  is  too  narrow  a  scope,  focusing 
excessively  on  the  interest  of  efficient  utilization  of  aircraft. 
Passenger  delay  includes  delay  in  processing  ticketing 
and  baggage  for  both  enplaning  and  deplaning 
passengers. . . .  these  delays  clearly  involve  more 
passenger  hours  than  the  airfield-related  weather  delays, 
but  they  are  bome  by  the  passengers,  not  the  airlines,  and 
are  not  analyzed  in  this  DEIS/R. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  1 92.2.  j 

192.34 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delay 

There  is  no  analysis  of  passenger  delay  in  accessing  Logan 
on  the  metropolitan  area  road  and  transit  system.  This 
system  is  congested,  parking  at  Logan  is  limited  by  the 
Clean  Air  Act  parking  Ireeze,"  and  improvements  in  public 
transport  access  are  lagging.  This  factor  affects  passenger 
and  cargo  delay  and  reliability,  and  appears  to  be  affecting 
consumer  choices  to  use  Manchester  or  Green  instead  of 
Logan. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  assess  potential  improvements  to  Logan  Airport's 
airfield  that  will  reduce  delay  and  enhance  airfield  efficiency 
and  safety,  as  required  by  federal  and  state  scoping 
directives. 

1  192.35 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

nepa 

Regional  EPA  proposed  in  its  scoping  comments  of  1995  that 
a  comprehensive  analysis  of  the  airport,  including  the 
(metropolitan)  ground  access  and  temiinal  capacity  and  its 
inten-elationship  with  any  airside  proposals  should  be 
included.  Unfortunately,  the  DEIS/R  ignores  the  need  for  a 
comprehensive  approach,  and  refers  the  reader  to  the 
Generic  EIR,  a  state  document  vrfiich,  among  other  problems, 
deprives  citizens  of  protection  of  federal  laws  such  as  the 
NEPA  requirement  to  analyze  socio-economic  as  well  as 
environmental  concerns.  Title  VI  (Civil  Rights),  Section  4(f), 
and  the  Executive  Order  on  Environmental  Justice. 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  the  Airside  Project  responds  to  the  FAA 
Scope  as  part  of  the  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  process  and  responds  to  the  MEPA  Certificate, 
both  which  were  developed  through  a  public  comment 
process.  The  ongoing  state  ESPR  process  provides 
information  to  the  federal  and  state  agencies  and  the  general 
public  on  the  environmental  effects  of  existing  and  future 
operations  at  Logan  Airport,  on  the  cumulative  effect  of 
airport  operations,  and  on  the  planning  context  for  individual  j 
projects  at  Logan  Airport.  The  GEIR/ESPR  is  specifically  i 
incorporated  by  reference  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
and  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  as  a  background  document. 

With  the  GEIR/ESPR  providing  background  information,  the 
F^A  called  for  a  project-specific  review,  including  a 
cumulative  impact  assessment,  under  its  NEPA  regulations, 
for  the  Airside  Project.  This  two-level  process  has  identified 
the  cumulative  environmental  impacts  of  operations  and 
projects  at  Logan  Airport  and  has  provided  a 
proper  foundation  upon  which  the  FAA  has  fulfilled 
its  NEPA  responsibilities. 

:  192.36 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan 

At  the  time  of  the  scope  of  the  DEIS/R  was  developed, 
Massport  was  proposing  a  "People  Mover"  to  substantially 
improve  transit  access  to  the  Blue  Line,  and  the  CA/T  project 
was  committed  to  a  major  upgrade  in  the  Blue  Line  Airport 
Station,  including  cross-platfomi  transfers  in  both  directions. 
Now  Massport  and  MassHighway  have  withdrawn  these 
commitments,  giving  rise  of  the  question,  "How  on  Earth  can 
Logan  handle  50%  to  100%  growth  in  passengers  with  a 
parking  freeze  and  no  significant  transit  improvement  in 
sight?" 

The  MBTA  is  developing  a  new  Logan  Airport  Station  to  be 
located  about  400  feet  north  of  the  existing  Logan  Airport 
Station.  Massport  is  consulting  with  the  MBTA  on  the 
project's  design  and  operational  elements.  The  new 
Logan  Airport  Station  will  include  modem  passenger 
amenities  such  as  wide  escalators,  oversized  elevators,  and 
real-time  flight  information  displays  in  the  station  lobby.  It  will 
also  provide  a  convenient  at-grade  connection  to  the 
neighborhood,  AITC  Blue  Route  and  Logan  Airport,  and  may 
become  a  stop  on  the  MBTA's  proposed  Circumferential 
Transit  (Urban  Ring)  sen/ice. 

Massport  has  implemented  an  aggressive  airport  access 
program  designed  to  increase  the  use  of  public  transport 
modes  and  decrease  the  reliance  on  private  automobiles  to 
;  access  Logan  Airport.  This  program  is  described  in  the 
j  ESPR.  The  ESPR  analysis  indicates  that  Logan  Airport  can 
;  accommodate  the  projected  growth. 

I 
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192.37 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Topic  2 
MEPA 


192.38    Analysis         ;  Delay  Model 
;  Assumptions/ 
i  Methodologies 


Comment 

In  1995,  the  Port  Authority  was  talking  about  redeveloping 
Terminal  A  through  a  "privatization"  mechanism.  Today 
they  have  apparently  concluded  that  will  not  succeed,  but 
there  is  no  clear  timetable  for  the  redevelopment  of 
Terminal  A,  the  most  prominent  terminal  at  Logan,  and 
the  most  problematic.  While  that  terminal  is  being 
redeveloped,  the  capacity  to  handle  passengers  will  go 
down  unless  a  successful  mitigation  strategy  can  be 
developed.  Terminal  A  was  to  have  been  redeveloped 
with  a  shape  designed  to  buffer  noise  impacts  on  the 
nearby  Jeffries  Point  neighborhood.  In  addition,  and  with 
no  increase  in  number  of  gates,  rumors  indicate  that 
Massporl  now  intends  to  abandon  the  noise  buffer  shape, 
and  add  gates.  This  would  constitute  "segmentation."  A 
revised  scope  should  include  Terminal  A  redeveloped 
including  any  options. 

Most  of  the  projections  in  the  DEIS  are  based  on  these  [1993] 
projections.  The  DEIS  concedes  that  airfield  delay  at  Logan 
actually  went  down  since  1993,  but  there  is  no  effort  to 
analyze  what  happened,  much  less  to  correct  the  computer 
programs  to  incorporate  this  forecasting. 


Response 

An  Environmental  Assessment/DEIR  for  the  redevelopment 
of  Terminal  A  by  Delta  Air  Lines  was  filed  with  the  MEPA 
Office  on  May  31, 2000.  The  terminal  retains  the  noise  buffer 
shape  that  will  reduce  aircraft  noise  impacts  on  the 
Jeffries  Point  neighborhood.  The  proposed  Terminal  A 
satellite  concourse,  located  parallel  to  Harborside  Drive,  will 
act  as  a  sound  barrier  for  the  Jeffnes  Point  community.  The 
project  received  state  environmental  approval  in  late  2000. 


192.39  ;  Alternatives        Runway  14/32 


The  projections  of  future  airfield  delays  at  Logan  Airport  are 
not  based  on  analysis  and  modeling  of  delays  which  occurred 
during  1993.  The  analysis  for  1993  was  included  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  provide  historical  perspective 
to  the  delay  problem  at  Logan  Airport  and  for  use  in  model 
calibration.  The  analysis  contained  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  has  been  updated  to  include  modeled  delay 
results  for  1998  to  provide  more  current  context  to  airfield 
conditions  at  Logan  Airport.  Refer  to  Section  4.2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  description  of  the  delay 
analysis  and  discussion  of  current  and  future  delays  at 
Logan  Airport. 


192.40  Analysis 

Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 


Noise 


...  experience  shows  that  during  delay  conditions  the  FAA 
controllers  ignore  PRAS  goals  and  utilize  maximum 
capacity  configurations,  so  the  tripling  of  exposure  to 
overflight  predicted  with  availability  of  Runway  14/32 
actually  understates  the  likely  reality.  More  realistic 
utilization  estimates  should  be  prepared,  at  least  to  provide 
a  range  of  estimate. 

Noise  impact  from  aircraft  is  projected  in  the  DEIS  by  using 
computer  models,  but  citizens  have  complained  for  years 
that  the  noise  levels  measured  by  Massport  microphones 
monitored  in  the  field  show  that  actual  noise  consistently 
exceeds  the  predicted  levels....  In  addition,  these  same 
models  are  used  to  predict  noise  consequences  of  the 
airfield  proposals,  so  the  predictions  in  the  DEIS/R 
understate  actual  impact.  The  computer  models  should  be 
adjusted  to  better  simulate  actual  noise  impacts. 


The  simulation  modeling  performed  for  the  Airside  Project 
study  analysis  understates  PRAS  only  when  more  than  one 
available  runway  configuration  has  sufficient  capacity  to 
accommodate  demand.  There  is  no  basis  for  the  claim  that 
the  Airside  Project  understates  the  changes  in  overflights 
resulting  from  Runway  14/32. 


Refer  to  response  to  Comment  192.5. 


\  192.41  :  Analysis 
j  ;  Assumptions/ 

j  ;  Methodologies 


Noise  ...  MEPA  requested  the  preparation  of  60  dB  contours, 

60  dB  contours  should  be  prepared  and  used  in  the 
analysis. 


}  192.42    Ground  Access  to 

I  Transportation  Logan 


Credibility  of  environmental  commitments  has  been 
undermined  by  MassHighway  reneging  on  the  Airport 
Station  Blue  Line  commitments.  In  addition,  the 
MassHighway  revisions  constitute  a  segmentation  flaw  in 
the  airfield  project.  The  MassHighway  proposal  should  be 
suspended,  and  it  and  suitable  alternatives  incorporated  into 
the  revised  scope. 


The  DNL  50  dB  contours  and  related  data  were  included  in 
Appendix  L  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  are  also 
included  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


The  MBTA's  Airport  Blue  Line  Project  is  under  control  of  a 
government  entity  over  which  Massport  has  no  jurisdiction. 

After  the  submission  of  the  Airside  Project  ENF, 
MassHighway  issued  a  Notice  Of  Project  Change  for  the 
Airport  Blue  Line  Station,  which  documents  the  project's 
status  and  associated  mitigation  commitments. 


Letter  192:  Fred  Salvucci,  M\J,  Department  of  Civil  &  Environmental  Engineering 
Private  Citizens;  Cambndge 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 


Code     Topic  1 


192.43 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Topic  2 

NEPA 


Comment 


...  based  on  these  multiple  flaws,  the  DEIS/R  scope  is  so 
out  of  date  as  to  be  meaningless.  It  should  be  withdrawn 
and  a  new  scope  developed,  consistent  with 
Environmental  Justice  principles. 


192.44  1  Purpose  and  Airfield 
i  Need  ;  Capacity 


192.45    Purpose  and     i  Airfield 
Need  i  Capacity 


192.46  Alternatives 


192.47 


192.48  i  Alternatives 


Response 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  the  Airside  Project  responded  to  the 
FAA  Scope  and  the  MEPA  Certificate,  which  were  developec 
through  a  public  comment  process.  Over  400  comment  letter 
were  received  on  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  documeni 
The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  responds  to  additional  federal 
and  state  scoping  directives,  which  were  issued  in  response 
to  the  public  comment  letters  on  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR.  Refer  to  response  to  Comment  192.27. 


Because  of  a  variety  of  wind  and  weather  conditions, 
reliability  of  Logan  is  much  higher  at  frequency  of  less 
than  100  movements  per  hour,  whereas  it  becomes  very 
unreliable  as  utilization  approaches  the  maximum 
capacity  of  close  to  120  movements  per  hour.  Yet  the 
DEIS/R  does  not  provide  basic  information  to  identify  the 
reliability  of  Logan  at  75,  85, 95, 105,  115  movements  per 
hour  so  that  the  trade  off  between  frequency  and  reliability 
can  be  understood. 


The  further  fundamental  issue  at  Logan  is  the  fact  that 
approximately  40  percent  of  the  airside  capacity  is  used  to 
accommodate  small  regional  non-jets  which  carry 
10  percent  of  the  passengers... If  substantial  consolidation 
of  regional  flights  could  be  achieved,  Logan  would  operate 
at  or  below  100  movements  per  hour  and  be  highly 
reliable. 


Non-  [Suggests  better  use  of  Logan  Airport  by  using  a  variety  of 

Construction       operational  restrictions  include  "jaw  boning"  on 
i  Alternatives       scheduling,  peak  period  pricing,  prioritization  of  larger 
aircraft,  becoming  an  "all  jet"  airfield,  or  "slotted"  airfield.] 

Alternatives      ^  Peak  Period       ...the  analytical  approach  to  analyzing  the  peak  pricing 
Pricing  seems  totally  flawed.  The  DEIS/R  ...  ignores  the  fact  that 

the  existence  of  even  a  weak  peak  pricing  system  would 
inhibit  the  "high  fleet"  scenario  from  developing  at  all, ... 
the  differences  in  delay  between  high  fleet  and  low  fleet 
scenarios  are  greater  than  the  differences  in  delay 
between  the  "with"  and  "without"  Runway  14/32  within  a 
given  scenario.  This  leads  to  a  conclusion  that  the 
,  introduction  of  even  a  weak  form  of  peak  pricing  should 
;  occur  immediately  as  suggested  by  EPA  in  1995,  so  its 
i  effects  can  be  evaluated  and  fine  tuned. 


The  Airside  Project  analysis  of  PPP  examined  an 
operations  threshold  of  1 10  operations  per  hour,  which  is 
already  below  Logan  Airport's  normal  operating  capacity  of 
120  operations  per  hour.  There  is  no  legitimate  operational 
justification  for  imposing  a  peak  period  surcharge  at  an 
operation  level  significantly  lower  than  Logan  Airport's  norma 
operating  capacity  which  is  achieved  80  percent  of  the  year 
without  any  delays.  Even  at  75  operations  per  hour, 
Logan  Airport  would  be  subject  to  delays  from  northwest  win( 
conditions.  The  Airside  Project  analysis  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  and  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  indicates 
that,  with  the  Preferred  Alternative,  Logan  Airport  can 
accommodate  existing  and  foreseeable  future  levels  of 
demand  without  imposing  a  drastic  administrative  restriction 
to  artificially  revise  Logan  Airport's  existing  capacity. 

The  presence  of  small  aircraft  in  the  fleet  mix  is  a  reflection  o 
Logan  Airport's  role  as  a  regional  hub  for  both  local  and 
connecting  passengers  from  small-  and 
medium-sized  communities  in  New  England  and  the 
northeast  United  States.  Logan  Airport's  normal  operating 
capacity  is  120  operations  per  hour  and  is  available 
approximately  80  percent  of  the  time.  When  these 
high  capacity  configurations  are  available, 
current  flight  demand  can  be  accommodated  with 
minimal  delay.  Runway  14/32  is  designed  to  prevent  the  drop 
of  capacity  that  occurs  during  northwest  winds  and  will 
Increase  the  reliability  and  efficiency  of  the  airfield. 

Refer  to  responses  to  Comments  192.13  through  192.15. 


m 


PPP  and  Runway  14/32  are  designed  to  address  different 
causes  of  delay.  PPP  would  target  delays  that  result  from 
airiine  overscheduling,  while  Runway  14/32  is  designed  to 
prevent  delays  that  occur  during  northwest  winds.  Massport 
believes  that  the  proposed  Peak  Period  monitoring  system 
would  provide  the  necessary  market  signals  to  discourage 
airiines  from  scheduling  above  capacity.  Refer  also  response 
to  Comment  192.12. 


Peak  Period  ■  Tlie  DEIS  fails  to  report  on  the  performance  of  the  PACE 
Pricing  ;  program... 


Refer  to  response  to  Comments  192.16. 
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LOGAN  AlRSIDE  IMPROVEMENTS  PLANNING  PROJECT                                                                                   INTERIM  SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS 

Code 

Topic  1 

^°P'*^  2           Comment  Response 

1  192.49 

1  Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Noise  Model 

The  noise  analysis  is  inappropriate,  systematically 
understating  the  likely  average  noise  impacts  of  the 
introduction  of  Runway  14/32.  While  the  DEIS  predicts  a 
tripling  of  overflights ...  the  model  is  constrained  by  PRAS 
goals.  But  experience  has  shown  the  FAA  control  tower  will 
ignore  PRAS  goals  whenever  there  is  congestion,  so  even 
:  greater  increases  are  likely. 

>  The  simulation  modeling  performed  for  the  Airside  Project 
study  analysis  considers  PRAS  only  when  more  than  one 
available  runway  configuration  has  sufficient  capacity  to 
accommodate  demand.  (Refer  to  Section  4.3  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR).  There  is  no  basis  for  the  claim 
that  the  Airside  Project  understates  the  changes  in  overflights 
resulting  from  Runway  14/32.  Even  so,  Massport  and  the  i 
FAA  are  working  together  to  improve  conformance  with 
PRAS  recommendations  and,  as  a  mitigation  measure, 
Massport  is  proposing  a  PRAS  monitoring  system  to  provide 
greater  analysis  and  insight  into  the  conditions  when 
PRAS  recommendations  cannot  be  met.  Massport  is  also 
:  committing  to  publishing  system  reports  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  and  subsequent  annual 
reports. 

i  192.50 

:  Environmental 

ncvitsw 

Process 

MEPA 

...  the  addition  of  Runway  14/32  clearly  increases  the  noise 
:  affected  population,  and  thus  violates  the  1987 
i  environmental  cap,  and  should  be  rejected  on  that  basis 
i  alone. 

For  all  the  alternatives,  the  Airside  Project  analysis 
determined  that  the  noise-affected  populations,  in  both  1999 
and  in  future  years,  are  well  below  the  cumulative  noise 
exposed  populations  that  existed  in  1987. 

j  192.51 

Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 

Noise  Model 

It  is  the  increase  in  exposure  of  households  in  the  60  dB 
contour  who  represent  the  most  significant  worsening  of  noise 
conditions,  without  soundproofing,  but  these  numbers  are  not 
calculated,  and  the  60  dB  contours  are  hidden  in  an 
Appendix.  The  benefit  of  compliance  with  PRAS  is 
exaggerated  in  the  DEIS/R. 

The  FAA  as  well  as  the  Federal  Interagency  Committee  on 
Aviation  Noise  (FICAN,  which  includes  among  its  members 
the  U.S.  EPA  and  HUD)  still  recognize  a  DNL  of  65  dB  as 
indicative  of  significant  noise  impact  and  DNL  levels  above 
75  dB  as  inappropriate  for  residential  use  because  they  are 
so  high.  The  Preferred  Alternative  helps  reduce  exposure  at 
this  highest  level  as  well  as  at  levels  above  70  dB. 
Nevertheless,  all  member  agencies  acknowledge  that 
community  annoyance  and  complaints  also  occur  at  DNL 
levels  below  65  dB.  As  a  result,  the  60  dB  DNL  contours  are 
now  shown  throughout  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  and  the 
numbers  of  people  within  the  DNL  60  dB  contour  are 
calculated  and  reported  in  tables  such  as  6.2-3  through  6  2-7 
6.2-18  through  6.12-21. 

1  192.52 

Analysis 
Assumptions/ 
Methodologies  , 

Noise  Model 

In  addition,  the  selection  of  1999  and  2010  distorts  the 
[noise]  comparisons,  since  the  phasing  out  of  all  Stage  III 
aircraft  is  due  in  2000,  and  make  it  more  difficult  to 
understand  the  effect  of  various  proposals.  Including  a 
2001  analysis  would  separate  this  effect. 

Comparing  the  Action  Alternatives  to  the  No-Action 
Alternative  within  the  context  of  each  projected  fleet  is  the 
only  appropriate  way  to  evaluate  the  relative  impacts  of  each 
proposed  action.  This  does  not  distort  the  conclusion  as  to 
the  relative  impact  of  each  scenario;  on  the  contrary,  only  in 
this  way  is  it  possible  to  judge  the  effects  of  each  alternative 
on  delay  and  flexibility  of  runway  use  and  in  turn  examine  the 
consequence  of  those  factors  on  noise. 

That  said,  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  while  initially 
developed  as  a  forecast  in  the  early  stages  of  this  Airside 
Improvement  Planning  Project,  has  turned  out  to  be  a 
reasonable  approximation  of  the  fleet  existing  in  the  year 
2000.  Though  the  29M  Low  forecast  scenario  includes  22 
daily  operations  by  Stage  2  airplanes  and  it  is  now  true  that 
Stage  2  operations  by  aircraft  greater  than  75,000  pounds 
have  been  phased  out  of  air  carrier  fleets  in  response  to 
federal  regulations,  a  number  of  those  Stage  2  airplanes  were  i 
simply  hushkitted  as  opposed  to  replaced:  their  noise  levels 
are  only  slightly  below  the  noise  of  their  Stage  2 
predecessors. 

Letter  192:  Fred  Salvucci,  MIT,  Department  of  Civil  &  Environmental  Engineering 
Private  Citizens:  Cambridge 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

192.43    Environmental   ■  NEPA 
Review 
Process 


192.44    Purpose  and 
Need 


192.45  I  Purpose  and 
Need 


Airfield 
Capacity 


192.46  Alternatives 


Non- 
Construction 
Alternatives 


192.47  Alternatives 


Peak  Period 
Pricing 


192.48 


Comment 


...  based  on  these  multiple  flaws,  the  DEIS/R  scope  is  so 
out  of  date  as  to  be  meaningless.  It  should  be  withdrawn 
and  a  new  scope  developed,  consistent  with 
Environmental  Justice  principles. 


Airfield  Because  of  a  variety  of  wind  and  weather  conditions, 

Capacity  reliability  of  Logan  is  much  higher  at  frequency  of  less 

than  100  movements  per  hour,  whereas  it  becomes  very 
unreliable  as  utilization  approaches  the  maximum 
^  capacity  of  close  to  120  movements  per  hour.  Yet  the 
DEIS/R  does  not  provide  basic  information  to  identify  the 
reliability  of  Logan  at  75,  85,  95, 105,  1 15  movements  per 
hour  so  that  the  trade  off  between  frequency  and  reliability 
can  be  understood. 


Response 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  the  Airside  Project  responded  to  the 
FAA  Scope  and  the  MEPA  Certificate,  which  were  developed 
through  a  public  comment  process.  Over  400  comment  letters 
were  received  on  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  document. 
The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  responds  to  additional  federal 
and  state  scoping  directives,  which  were  issued  in  response 
to  the  public  comment  letters  on  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR,  Refer  to  response  to  Comment  192.27. 


The  further  fundamental  issue  at  Logan  Is  the  fact  that 
approximately  40  percent  of  the  airside  capacity  is  used  to 
accommodate  small  regional  non-jets  which  carry 
10  percent  of  the  passengers... If  substantial  consolidation 
of  regional  flights  could  be  achieved,  Logan  would  operate 
at  or  below  100  movements  per  hour  and  be  highly 
reliable. 


The  Airside  Project  analysis  of  PPP  examined  an 
operations  threshold  of  1 10  operations  per  hour,  which  is 
already  below  Logan  Airport's  normal  operating  capacity  of 
120  operations  per  hour.  There  is  no  legitimate  operational 
justification  for  imposing  a  peak  period  surcharge  at  an 
operation  level  significantly  lower  than  Logan  Airport's  normal 
operating  capacity  which  is  achieved  80  percent  of  the  year 
without  any  delays.  Even  at  75  operations  per  hour, 
Logan  Airport  would  be  subject  to  delays  from  northwest  wind 
conditions.  The  Airside  Project  analysis  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  and  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  indicates 
that,  with  the  Preferred  Alternative,  Logan  Airport  can 
accommodate  existing  and  foreseeable  future  levels  of 
demand  without  imposing  a  drastic  administrative  restriction 
to  artificially  revise  Logan  Airport's  existing  capacity. 


[Suggests  better  use  of  Logan  Airport  by  using  a  variety  of 
operational  restrictions  include  "jaw  boning"  on 
scheduling,  peak  period  pricing,  prioritization  of  larger 
aircraft,  becoming  an  "all  jet"  airfield,  or  "slotted"  airfield.] 

...  the  analytical  approach  to  analyzing  the  peak  pricing 
seems  totally  flawed.  The  DEIS/R  ...  ignores  the  fact  that 
the  existence  of  even  a  weak  peak  pricing  system  would 
inhibit  the  "high  fleet"  scenario  from  developing  at  all, ... 
the  differences  in  delay  between  high  fleet  and  low  fleet 
scenarios  are  greater  than  the  differences  in  delay 
between  the  "with"  and  "withour  Runway  14/32  within  a 
given  scenario.  This  leads  to  a  conclusion  that  the 
introduction  of  even  a  weak  form  of  peak  pricing  should 
occur  immediately  as  suggested  by  EPA  in  1995,  so  its 
effects  can  be  evaluated  and  fine  tuned. 


The  presence  of  small  aircraft  in  the  fleet  mix  is  a  reflection  of 
Logan  Airport's  role  as  a  regional  hub  for  both  local  and 
connecting  passengers  from  small-  and 
medium-sized  communities  in  New  England  and  the 
northeast  United  States.  Logan  Airport's  nonmal  operating 
capacity  is  120  operations  per  hour  and  is  available 
approximately  80  percent  of  the  time.  When  these 
high  capacity  configurations  are  available, 
current  flight  demand  can  be  accommodated  with 
minimal  delay.  Runway  14/32  is  designed  to  prevent  the  drop 
of  capacity  that  occurs  during  northwest  winds  and  will 
increase  the  reliability  and  efficiency  of  the  airfield. 

Refer  to  responses  to  Comments  192.13  through  192.15. 


PPP  and  Runway  14/32  are  designed  to  address  different 
causes  of  delay.  PPP  would  target  delays  that  result  from 
airline  overscheduling,  while  Runway  14/32  is  designed  to 
prevent  delays  that  occur  during  northwest  winds,  Massport 
believes  that  the  proposed  Peak  Period  monitoring  system 
would  provide  the  necessary  market  signals  to  discourage 
airlines  from  scheduling  above  capacity.  Refer  also  response 
to  Comment  192,12. 


Altematives      ;  Peak  Period       The  DEIS  fails  to  report  on  the  performance  of  the  PACE 
:  Pricing  program... 


Refer  to  response  to  Comments  192.16. 
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Code     Topic  1 


192.49  Analysis 

Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 


Topic  2  Comment 

Noise  Model       The  noise  analysis  is  inappropriate,  systematically 
understating  the  likely  average  noise  impacts  of  the 
introduction  of  Runway  14/32.  While  the  DEIS  predicts  a 
tripling  of  overflights  ...  the  model  is  constrained  by  PRAS 
goals.  But  experience  has  shown  the  FAA  control  tower  will 
ignore  PRAS  goals  whenever  there  is  congestion,  so  even 
greater  increases  are  likely. 


192.50  Environmental  MEPA 
Review 

Process 

192.51  Analysis  Noise  Model 
Assumptions/ 

;  Methodologies 


192.52  Analysis 

Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 


Noise  Model 


Response 

The  simulation  modeling  performed  for  the  Airside  Project 
study  analysis  considers  PRAS  only  when  more  than  one 
available  runway  configuration  has  sufficient  capacity  to 
accommodate  demand.  (Refer  to  Section  4.3  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR).  There  is  no  basis  for  the  claim 
that  the  Airside  Project  understates  the  changes  in  overflights 
resulting  from  Runway  14/32.  Even  so,  Massport  and  the 
FAA  are  working  together  to  improve  conformance  with 
PRAS  recommendations  and,  as  a  mitigation  measure, 
Massport  is  proposing  a  PRAS  monitoring  system  to  provide 
greater  analysis  and  insight  into  the  conditions  when 
PRAS  recommendations  cannot  be  met.  Massport  is  also 
committing  to  publishing  system  reports  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  and  subsequent  annual 
reports. 


...  the  addition  of  Runway  14/32  clearly  increases  the  noise 
affected  population,  and  thus  violates  the  1987 
environmental  cap,  and  should  be  rejected  on  that  basis 
alone. 

It  is  the  increase  in  exposure  of  households  in  the  60  dB 
contour  wrtio  represent  the  most  significant  worsening  of  noise 
conditions,  viflthout  soundproofing,  but  these  numbers  are  not 
calculated,  and  the  60  dB  contours  are  hidden  in  an 
Appendix.  The  benefit  of  compliance  with  PRAS  is 
exaggerated  in  the  DEIS/R. 


In  addition,  the  selection  of  1999  and  2010  distorts  the 
[noise]  comparisons,  since  the  phasing  out  of  all  Stage  I 
aircraft  is  due  in  2000,  and  make  it  more  difficult  to 
understand  the  effect  of  various  proposals.  Including  a 
2001  analysis  would  separate  this  effect. 


For  all  the  alternatives,  the  Airside  Project  analysis 
determined  that  the  noise-affected  populations,  in  both  1999 
and  in  future  years,  are  well  below  the  cumulative  noise 
exposed  populations  that  existed  in  1987. 

The  F/\A  as  well  as  the  Federal  Interagency  Committee  on 
Aviation  Noise  (FICAN,  which  includes  among  its  members 
the  U.S.  EPA  and  HUD)  still  recognize  a  DNL  of  65  dB  as 
indicative  of  significant  noise  impact  and  DNL  levels  above 
75  dB  as  inappropriate  for  residential  use  because  they  are 
so  high.  The  Preferred  Alternative  helps  reduce  exposure  at 
this  highest  level  as  well  as  at  levels  above  70  dB. 
Nevertheless,  all  member  agencies  acknowledge  that 
community  annoyance  and  complaints  also  occur  at  DNL 
levels  below  65  dB.  As  a  result,  the  60  dB  DNL  contours  are 
now  shown  throughout  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  and  the 
numbers  of  people  within  the  DNL  60  dB  contour  are 
calculated  and  reported  in  tables  such  as  6.2-3  through  6.2-7, 
6.2-18  through  6.12-21. 


Comparing  the  Action  Alternatives  to  the  No-Action 
Alternative  within  the  context  of  each  projected  fleet  is  the 
only  appropriate  way  to  evaluate  the  relative  impacts  of  each 
proposed  action.  This  does  not  distort  the  conclusion  as  to 
the  relative  impact  of  each  scenario;  on  the  contrary,  only  in 
this  way  is  it  possible  to  judge  the  effects  of  each  alternative 
on  delay  and  flexibility  of  runway  use  and  in  turn  examine  the 
consequence  of  those  factors  on  noise. 

That  said,  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  while  initially 
developed  as  a  forecast  in  the  eariy  stages  of  this  Airside 
Improvement  Planning  Project,  has  turned  out  to  be  a 
reasonable  approximation  of  the  fleet  existing  in  the  year 
2000.  Though  the  29M  Low  forecast  scenano  includes  22 
daily  operations  by  Stage  2  airplanes  and  it  is  now  true  that 
Stage  2  operations  by  aircraft  greater  than  75,000  pounds 
have  been  phased  out  of  air  carrier  fleets  in  response  to 
federal  regulations,  a  number  of  those  Stage  2  airplanes  were 
simply  hushkitted  as  opposed  to  replaced:  their  noise  levels 
are  only  slightly  below  the  noise  of  their  Stage  2 
predecessors. 
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Code     Topic  1 

192.53  Alternatives 


Topic  2 


Comment 


192.54  Alternatives 


:  Reduced  Analysis  of  the  Reduction  in  Landing  Minimums  is  Misleading 

Approach!  and  inadequate.  The  landing  minimums  on  Runways  1 5  and 

Minima  22  were  deliberately  held  high  pursuant  to  agreements  with 

the  City  of  Boston.  The  community's  objective  in  negotiating 
these  higher  than  nomnal  decision  heights  was  to  discourage 
use  of  landing  over  populated  areas  during  low  visibility 
conditions,  and  to  encourage  instead  the  use  of  overwaler 
approaches  during  low  visibility  conditions,  by  installing 
Category  III  instrument  landing  systems,  with  the  lowest 
decision  heights  on  the  4R  and  33L  overwater  approaches. . . . 
Category  III  ILS  has  yet  to  be  installed  on  Runway  33L.  The 
DEIS/R  predictions  of  improvement  of  reliability  during  low 
visibility  conditions  is  not  disaggregated  to  identify  the  benefits 
attributable  from  improved  instmmentation  on  njnway 
approach  33L  which  the  community  supports,  as 
distinguished  from  the  decision  height  reductions  on  mnway 
approach  15R  and  22L,  which  the  community  opposes. ... 
[T]he  community  has  always  understood  that  low  visibility 
conditions  generally  occur  under  low  wind  conditions,  but  the 
DEIS/R  implies  that  wnnd  direction  is  a  factor  in  this  proposal. 
No  identification  of  the  frequency  of  high  wind/low  visibility 
conditions,  or  data,  is  presented.  Finally,  the  community 
concern  with  low  visibility  landings  over  populated  area  is  with 
safety,  and  the  anxiety  caused  by  such  operations  in  the 
residential  population,  but  the  DEIS/R  treats  it  as  a  simple 
i  noise  problem. 

Taxiway  The  analysis  of  the  taxiway  proposals  is 

Improvements     inadequate... since  the  DEIS/R  states  that  the  intention  of 
the  package  is  to  reduce  utilization  of  the  4/22  runways,  it 
is  difficult  to  understand  what  delays  are  proposed  to  be 
alleviated. 


192.55  '  Analysis  Passenger 
Assumptions/  Forecasting 
Methodologies 


...  there  is  no  analysis  to  show  what  number  of 
passengers  will  be  able  and  willing  to  access  Logan  over 
the  next  decade  so  the  air  service  needs  can  be  verified, 
and  the  timing  of  improved  access  to  Green  Providence 
via  rail,  and  high-speed  rail  to  New  York  can  be  evaluated 
in  the  light  of  more  severe  grovrth  and  terminal  access 
problems  at  Logan. 


192.56  i  Environmental 
\  Review 
i  Process 


MEPA 


[Asks  that  the  appendices  of  the  history  o\  Logan  be  more 
comprehensive  in  detailing  airport-related  events  that 
have  impacted  the  community.] 


Response 

The  reduced  landing  minimums  do  not  change  the 
approach  path  nor  reduce  the  clearance  between  aircraft  and 
the  surface.  They  will  increase  airfield  safety  by  allowing 
operations  more  directly  into  the  prevailing  wind  and  will  help 
improve  PRAS  goal  achievement.  Low  visibility  is  often 
associated  with  fog,  especially  for  coastal  locations  such  as 
Logan  Airport,  but  precipitation  or  low  clouds  also  restrict 
visibility. 


The  taxiway  improvements  are  designed  to  improve 
ground  movement  efficiency  and  safety,  and  to  reduce  taxiing 
delays,  thereby  reducing  associated  noise  and  emissions. 
Chapter  3  of  the  Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR  describes 
several  operating  situations  that  would  benefit  from  these 
improvements.  Unidirectional  Runway  14/32  would  allow 
more  balanced  runway  use,  reducing  the  use  of  the 
Runways  4/22  from  65  to  37  percent  (37.5M  Low  fleet 
scenario). 

The  range  of  air  traffic  and  operations  forecasts  considered  in 
the  airside  analysis  allows  significant  vanation  in  current  and 
future  passenger  activity  levels  at  Logan  Airport.  Potential 
diversion  of  Logan  Airport  passengers  because  of  high-speed 
rail  and  other  regional  rail  projects  are  addressed  in 
Section  2.7  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  The  Preferred 
Alternative  produces  substantial  benefits  at  current  activity 
levels  and  these  benefits  increase  as  activity  levels  grow  in 
the  future. 

Massport  has  implemented  an  aggressive  airport  access 
program  designed  to  increase  the  use  of  public  transport 
modes  and  decrease  the  reliance  on  private  automobiles  to 
access  Logan  Airport.  This  program  is  described  in  the 
ESPR.  The  ESPR  analysis  indicates  that  Logan  Airport  can 
accommodate  the  projected  growth. 


The  Draft  GEIR  published  in  December  1991  documented  the 
development  history  of  Logan  Airport  from  its  inception  as  a 
military  facility  to  its  status  as  an  international  airport  serving 
the  New  England  region. 
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192.57    Environmental  MEPA 
Review 
Process 


192.58    Open  Space/ 
Parkland 


192.59  Cumulative 
Impacts 


Comment 

Given  the  reliance  on  environmental  commitments  in  the 
proposed  Runway  14-32,  a  list  of  "broken  promises"  that 
undercut  the  credibility  of  such  assurances  is  worthwhile. 

A)  Airport  Blue  Line  station  {CAfT  Commitment,  but 
Massport  did  not  defend  the  honoring  of  the  commitments 
to  cross-platform  transfers  and  at-  or  below-grade 
highways,  when  Mass  Highway  removed  the 

Transit  improvements  and  substituted  very  high  (36'  and 
53'  high)  highway  ramps.) 

B)  Airport  buffer  edge  (not  implemented) 

C)  Free  shuttle  to  South  Station,  added  Logan  Express 
service,  PeopleMover  to  Blue  Line  to  increase  capacity  by 
a  factor  of  six  (now  broken). 

D)  Flight  tracks  and  PRAS 

E)  Landing  decision  heights  in  bad  weather 

F)  Taxiway  use  regulation  to  restrain  noise  exposure  at 
the  northern  end  of  the  4-22  runways. 

G)  The  blast  fence  at  the  northern  end  of  the 
Runway  22R,  which  l\^assport  intermittently  proposes  to 
remove. 


Noise  Levels       ...  all  Section  4(f)  resources  affected  by  cun'ent  operations 
or  proposed  actions  should  be  identified.  Their  noise 
exposure  today  and  in  2001 ,  within  all  Stage  III  fleet  should 
be  identified,  to  establish  a  new  "Base  Condition"  based  on 
existing  regulation,  and  the  impact  of  various  proposals 
upon  4(f)  resources  identified.  In  addition,  analysis  to 
identify  "all  flexible  planning  to  mitigate  adverse  impact 
should  be  can-ied  out  and  presented. 


A  revised  DEIS/R  scope  should  carry  out  an  analysis  of 
impacts  on  coastal  zone  and  smart  growth  land  resources 
in  the  South  Boston  Seaport  area,  Chelsea,  Everett  and 
Somen/ille. 


Response 

FAA  and  Massport  disagree  with  this  comment. 


The  proposed  improvements  at  Logan  Airport  will  neither 
incorporate  land  from  the  Section  4(f)  resource  nor  affect  the 
normal  activity  or  aesthetic  value  of  a  public  park,  recreation 
area,  wildlife  refuge,  or  historic  site.  Therefore,  the 
Preferred  Alternative  does  not  constitute  a  use  of  Section  4(f) 
resources.  In  addition,  the  FAA  has  determined  that  there  are 
no  feasible  or  prudent  alternatives  to  the  Preferred  Alternative 
that  would  achieve  the  delay  reduction,  safety,  transportation, 
noise  distribution,  and  other  objectives  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  Therefore,  even  if  the  noise  levels 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  were  determined  to 
interfere  with  the  normal  activity  associated  with  the  identified 
Section  4(f)  resources  (which  they  do  not),  the  FAA 
concludes  that  the  sound  insulation  mitigation  proposed  for 
the  affected  Section  4(f)  structures  includes  all  possible 
planning  to  minimize  harm  from  that  increase  in  noise. 


Refer  to  response  to  Comment  192.7. 
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LETTER  193 


May  4.  1999 


Memorandum 


To:      ViiicB  Scaruio 
From:  Fred  Sdvucci 
Data:  5/4/99 

Ra:      Summary  of  points  ^tcutsed  ai  Af  ril  29  inc«iuig. 


First  I  would  tike  to  thank  you  wid  John  Silva  for  thv  time  yoa  took  to  meet  with  Anasiuia 
Lyrnao  and  mysrlf  Ust  Thursday.  I  thought  it  might  he  uurful  to  ■umzsuize  the  major  flaws 
io  the  Massport  DEIS/R,  which  we  believe  mikr  it  iA&daqunt£  to  icr^c  at  a  Draft  HS  and 
require  it  to  be  revised  substantially  into  a  new  Draft  for  public  totnmfint.  In  iddidon.  wr 
are  urging  that  the  revised  Draft  should  drop  fvrtfa«r  consideration  of  Runway  1^-32.  and 
summariza  oor  arguments  why  this  would  be  th«!  most  pioducdve  way  lo  proceed. 

PWtnurv  rV^cienriM  in  the  nPT.<;/R 

1)  The  likely  and  potential  role  of  rejionaJ  alternatives  lo  Logan  is  not  properly 
a-ssessed  Id  (he  DZIS. 

a)  The  DEIS/R  idcatifi««  passenger  growth  at  Logan  from  an  mtimate  of  29 
million  annual  pasjengers  for  1999  to  a  ranjc  of  37  to  45  million  paiwngen 
io2010. 
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b)  The  DEIS/R  ideaiifies  7.5  million  putengers  likely  to  be  anracted  to 
other  rcgioBtl  optom,  induding  high  speed  nil.  growth  ia  Msachester  asd 
Greca.  aad  telecomxanting.  but  it  doci  not  adjust  the  basic  37  to  45  miDioo 
projectioa  dowawtrd  to  reflect  this  ^owth.  Such  a  reNision  would  seem  to 
lower  the  range  to  30  to  37  million  for  2010,  u  indicated  in  ublc  2.4-9.  on 
p*|c  2-37.  However,  all  the  delay  estimatej  in  figure  ES-3  on  page  ES  19 

and  table  4.2-7  on  page  4-U  da  not  make  any  adjusm^ni  far  '^'^'^'"''j  ^ 
altemaavts. 

c)  Further  development  of  Worvcster.  as  recently  announced  by  Govenior 
Callucci  and  Maasport,  if  it  would  attract  50*^  of  its  naturil  market,  as 
allcwed  for  Manchester,  or  75*!5>  *»  allou-ed  for  Providence,  should  n:piv^-at 
an  additional  1  to  2  miilioQ  passengers.  The  opening  of  rati  service  to  Gr«en 
should  expand  it*  "natural"  marlfet,  atnacting  a  larger  ihare  of  paasengen. 
Paiscnger  rail  sei%Tee  to  Manchester  could  have  stmilar  affects;  a  substinual 
pan  of  the  outsid*  of  Rte.  128  metjopoljun  market,  estimated  as  28%  of 
Login's  comBni  market,  would  likely  be  attracird  away  from  Logan  by  the  ^  ^ 
combination  of  high  speed  rail,  Oreen,  Manchester  and  Worcester. 

d)  In  the  conte*l  of  the  "hassle  factor*  of  gcuinj  to  Lojan.  with  several 

yc*r^  of  Big  Dig  conatruinioB,  the  nccesiary  redevelopment  of  Teraunal      -j  ^ 
the  high  cost  of  parking  at  Logan,  the  limit  on  any  grovnh  in  parking  >upply- 
it  i>  reasonable  to  expeez  that  the  Massport  DEIS  substantially  overestimates 
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the  Ukely  growth  in  Lugin  pauengers.  and  fails  to  consider  aggressive 
ftntber  regional  opfdoni  as  an  alteznative. 

The  fact  it  that  no  one  anriripated  in  1993  *c  levol  of  success  which  the 
regional  efforts  of  FaA  io  partncnhip  with  the  localities  who  want  aviadon 
growih  nriitht  enjoy.  Ttis  success  is  lo  Oic  ciedit  of  FAA,  but  the  DEIS  does 
not  adfqnaiely  reflect  tho  pradicuble  impact  of  existing  ioitiauvei  nor 
consider  *c  potential  of  new  initiatives  at  Worcester  or  Manchester. 

2)  The  DEIS  translates  th«  number  of  pasjengcn  cxpeacd  u  Logan  into  a  range  of 
cvtimiKca  ufing  a  "Tugh"  ind  ''low"  projecnon  of  regional  nMJVcmcnts.  and  aualyzes 
the  effect  of  the  propoMd  Runway  14-32.  ine  proposed  added  U»way,  and  peak 
pricing.  Bat  the  largut  ditfercnces  in  projected  delay  are  between  the  high  and  low 
scenarios,  and  the  analysis  does  not  con«id«r  the  impact  of  the  alternatives  coosidcrcd 
on  rltt  overall  fleet  mix,  and  the  high  cr  lo-*  noenirioj.  But  bused  on  the  analysis  in 
the  DEIS  the  "overscheduJing"  of  regional  services  will  not  occur  with  peak  pricing, 
because  the  market  bcentivc  lo  ovarsupply  with  smaU  aircraft  will  be  dinunished. 
Morrover,  ono  might  expect  that  construction  of  Runway  14-32  ought  lead  to 
increased  use  of  small  aircraft,  by  improving  schedule  rcliabiiiiy  of  small  aircraft  in 
comparison  to  large,  and  perveraely  alfeci  cbe  total  number  of  aircraft  movements 
required  to  aarve  any  given  number  cf  pa»»«n|rers.  The  failure  to  consider  ihcsc 
effects  resoU  in  uBdercstimaiiog  the  benefits  of  peak  pricing,  and  overestimating  the 
bencfita  of  Runway  14-32,  and  b  a  .tufasianaal  flaw. 
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3)  There  it  wry  Iittl«  icfbmiation  about  fecoial  deUy  u  Logan,  and  how  it  has 
increased  or  dacreued  over  the  yun.  Tbe  CAC  believes  that  deity  had  decreued  at 
Logan  by  IS*  from  1993  lo  1998,  based  on  review  of  FAA  and  DOT  dau,  but  thwe 
U  no  clear  mfonxutxcn  in  the  DEIS.  Ibis  is  a  xab^taaiiai  deficiency.  Moreover,  the 
1988  PACE  progrtTn  is  mentioned,  but  then  is  no  descriptieo  of  whaz  impact  it  had 
in  lesa  than  a  year,  and  no  atialysis  of  what  impact  it  nugbt  have  had  if  cociicued 
over  a  longer  penod. 


193.6 


^)  There  is  no  exploration  of  exemption  or  grandfather  provisions  to  deaJ  vi'ilh  any 
parbculai-  economic  impacts  in  special  markets  such  as  the  Cape,  ever  though  the 
regional  office  of  the  EPA  spedficaily  rcqi^esied  this  analysis  in  1995. 


193.7 


5)  There  i»  no  clear  analysis  of  the  10%  of  Logan  pajscngcrs  in  rcgioDal  non-jcl 
services  who  con<ume  40%  of  Logan  airspace  capacity,  and  how  this  particular  part 
of  the  market  is  likely  to  evolve  given  Bidsiing  growth  in  regional  air  services,  and      j  Q^^Q 
how  these  trends  might  be  espected  to  be  affected  by  peak  pricing  and  by  the 
constructioo  of  Hunway  14-32. 

(A)  If  we  estimaie  total  annual  passengers  at  37  to  45  million  by  2010.  10* 
of  these  would  he  3.7  to  4.3  million  passengers.  The  DEIS  say$  that  2/3  of 
these  aiB  not  deiiincd  for  Boston,  but  are  making  connections  through  Logan 
to  other  dcjtinarioas,  which  is  to  jay  2.4  to  3  million  through  passengers. 
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(B)  U  the  dxtmatic  improvenwau  io  airline  scrvic«s  to  smaller  regionai 
■itperts  condhue.  and  aJlow  50%  of  Hyuc  paswnjeri  to  make  direct  flights, 
these  reptesest  1.2  to  U  oiillion  passengen  otherwise  $er\-ed  by  non-jet 
commuten  who  would  ose  direct  lervice*  instead.  This  would  lowftr  (he  3.7 
to  4.5  niilliofl  to  2.4  to  3  million  passengers  in  rcjional  non-jet  services. 
somoVrliat  below  current  ab«o(ate  Tmmhen.  Because  theae  paisen^ cn  would 
be  expected  to  use  non  jets,.  At  current  loadings  of  approximately  15 
passengers  per  flight,  a  reduction  of  1.2  to  1.5  million  paiseogers  would 
repr»a«nt  80.000  to  100,000  fllghia,  more  than  the  difference  between  tlic 
1999  low  and  2010  37  millioa  high  tcenarlei!  A  conservativr  astumption 
might  be  that  current  regional  non-jet  frsqueccy  is  maintained.  If  the  1999 
estimate  of  10%  of  29  milhoa  reptvMOU  2.9  nnillion  pauengers.  in  l97,tX)0 
aircraft  movements  of  15  passengers  per  aircralt.  were  to  remain  conntanl, 
the  37  million  low  scenario  would  be  further  diminished  by  50,000  flights, 
and  the  43  million  hi^  scenario  would  be  diminished  by  100,000  flights. 
Whici)  is  to  say  ihe  pcstential  reduction  of  regional  non-jet  flights  at  Logan 
due  to  streogtheoing  of  the  regional  capure  rate  of  a  hypothetical  50^  of 
connections  through,  non-jet  flights  exceeds  the  aircraft  movement  relief 
idcDtiried  in  the  DEIS  for  regional  caf>:urc  of  air  passengers  who  now  drive 
to  Logan,  and  the  rwo  tuimbcn  are  addidve! 

(C)  Congestion  ai  Login  actually  encourages  airlines  lo  improve  direct 
service  to  regional  airports  in  order  to  achieve  improved  equipment 
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utilizanoQs  and  cncoungM  puscngers  to  prefer  direct  flights  to  xvoid  the 
UBcerwtnty  caused  by  cuonocnoo  through  Logan,  in  addition  to  the  comfort 
and  cxjaveaience  of  direct  unaU  and  mid  jized  jet  service*,  closer  to  home. 


(D)  If  ^ce  consider  the  likely  effact  of  paak  pricing  on  these  regional  non-jet 
flights,  above  and  beyond  the  flight  reductions  predicted  by  the  DEIS  due  to 
cancellation  of  flights,  aad  shifting  to  the  off  peak,  one  would  expect  that 
peak  pricing  would  cocourage  paxtengen  to  use  direct  flight  raihcr  ihan 
routing  through  L43gan,  by  providin;  a  price  incentive,  la  addition,  peak 
pncitig  should  produce  an  incentive  to  shift  from  non-Jet  to  larcer  "smaJl 
scheduled  less  frequently,  both  to  accnmmodnie  cusioiBcr  preferences 
for  the  superior  aipcraA  and  to  respond  to  peak  priciog.  EssentiAlly  the  peak 
pricing  is  likely  to  provide  moneury  incentives  to  iiriines  to  produce  (and 
passengers  to  prefer)  improved  regional  services,  instead  of  the  congestion  of 
Logan  which  now  provides  incentive  for  re^onalixauoD. 


(E)  By  conimt  if  Runway  U-32  is  provided,  an  opposite  incentive  is 
introdoccd  by  giving  small  reponal  feeder  service  preferential  on-Ume 
performaoce.  at  lower  landing  fees,  but  increajing  delay  for  all  the  aircraft 
dunng  the  80%  of  non  northwest  wiod  related  delay.  Additionally,  by 
IncreAsing  the  number  of  small  aircraft  at  Logan,  one  would  expect  added 
delay  due  to  vortex  avoidance  requirements,  but  that  is  not  slated. 
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CP)  Theft  ii  no  aualysif  of  othex  rcfuli8Df7  mcsns  to  eocounge  regiontJ 
flight  couolidaiion  inch  i«  a  "sloi"  sysiem.  Regional  EPa  explicicly 
TwjuMxwd  judi  kiuiysls  In  1995,  bur  the  DEIS  "»tone^allc<i"  on  the  isfue  by 
asMrtins  *^Ott  are  iDti-corepetiiive.  Ai  pracbced  in  New  York. 
Wathifl|toQ  aod  Chicago,  sJots  may  be  anti-competitive,  but  that  does  not 
preclude  considering  a  Hot  system  to  analyze  pcteatial  reductioQ  and  noise 
abatement  bencfiis.  Additionally,  iiots  cculd  be  distnbuted  based  on  service 
criteria  such  as  aircraft  lize,  or  a  prica  aucuon  m  order  to  avoid  anti- 
compediiYc  oHiect,  but  no  analysis  wa«  done  to  consider  this. 


(O)  ThwB  is  alto  no  coniiderailon  of  a  lystem  to  manage  delay  whenever  it 
occurs  by  prioritiziag  takeoff  of  larger  aircraft  over  sanaller.  (with  upiet 
limits  so  that  no  aircraft  is  forced  to  wait  more  than  a  certain  movement 
behind  their  "flnt  come  first  «crved"  place  in  line.  B4sad  on  iheorcucal 
simulation,  there  appears  to  be  substantial  potenti;il  to  reduce  delay  rates  to 
both  auiioss  axvd  passengers,  but  the  possibility  is  not  considered.  Such  a 
syitesa  would  alto  be  expected  to  have  a  long  rang«  effect  of  encouraging 
direct  service  from  rrponal  airports  to  avoid  Logan,  and  encourage 
consolidation  of  regional  non-jet  flights  iato  a  smaJl  number  of  n:ghti  in 
larger  "snull  j«"  aircraft. 
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6)  Thsre  u  no  coatlderttioo  of  the  grouixi  acccu  cocstxaiDts  at  Lo^mri.  atiboufh  ibe 
regional  EPA  Spedjically  raqueiied  such  an  toaiysis  in  1995.  Givea  the  Clean  Aar  j 
Act  parkirg  froeze  at  Logan,  Logao  caooot  accoounodate  mocB  auto  acceis.  so  any 
passengsr  gnswih  miui  occur  by  improved  tzaaiiL  This  has  cx-o  lanu&catiQns; 


(A)  For  Cbe  28%  of  Logait  pastcflgcrs  origiaating  in  the  Boston  meoropolitan 
area  outside  of  Route  128.  ihc  attractiveQeis  of  regional  alteminvei  such  a.s 
Oreea.  Manchester,  or  Roatc  128  will  be  subsundally  strengthened. 


(B)  The  imponance  of  tnnwji  improvements  to  properly  serve  Ae  growing 
needs  of  the  tira  within  Route  128  is  enormous,  and  totally  inconsistent  with 
Mass  Highway  s  propoicd  reneging  on  improved  access  to  the  airpon 
MBTa  station,  and  foot  dragging  on  Urban  Ring  service,  and  Masspon's 
apparent  indifference  to  this  matter. 


(C)  Truck  and  amo  access  to  the  north  and  northwest,  in  particular  to 
Cheltc*  and  Evaretj,  Revere,  Lynn  and  the  Nonh  Shore,  are  particularly 
problematic,  and  have  been  ignored  in  the  current  Mass  Highway  plan.-s  fw 
Cnntrwi  8A  which  appear  to  make  them  worse. 


May  4.  1999 


7)  The  MBSiport  OEIS  does  not  follow  (he  Executive  Order  on  Environniental 


(A)  The  tripling  of  overflig^  ia  fitsi  Bosion  tad  ChulSM  uod  the  Aodrevt 
Sq.  »«ctioD  of  South  Boston  aod  Rozbary  clearly  rtpreseali  in  enonnoui 
shift  of  ovtifiifbt  bom  overwater  and/or  middle  income  aicu  lo  low  income 
and  minority  popalttioa  areas,  which  shcuid  havs  triggered  a  proces:  of 
idectiflcatien  of  target  populations,  adverse  impacts,  alterrtati vcs. 
commonicaaoo  with  affected  gxoupn,  and  adoption  of  all  feasible  alternative^, 
to  avoid  advBtsa  impact. 


(B)  In  addidon,  Uie  dbproponioiuite  impacrs  of  Maxs  Highway's  proposals 
for  Contract  8A,  which  would  include  vcr)'  high  viadticu  adjacent  to  existing 
and  ptoposed  parks  arwl  residential  areas,  adjacent  to  low  income  and 
minority  neighborhoods,  and  the  expansion  of  Logan  Airfield  into  the 
'Tlobie"  property,  towards  ibe  inmt  neighborhoods  wluch  are  also  advcncly 
affected  by  Runway  U-32  ,  compounds  the  EnNironmental  Justice  violation. 

(C)  Recent  information  indicates  that  Ma^port  intends  to  abandon  the 
design  fur  th«  redevdopinent  of  Terminal  A  previously  agreed  to  with  the 
cotsoiuoJiy.  Thai  desiga  provided  a  shape  that  would  btlffer  noi.se  from  (he 
Jeffries  Point  nei^borhood  and  Pcrzio  Park,  and  provided  no  oddtiional 
galea.  The  new  proposal,  as  yet  not  discussed  with  the  comnjunit>',  provides 


May4.  1999 

no  buffer  of  noiw  utd  added  gates,  tiui  represents  yet  inother  case  of 
cegmcnotion  and  yet  t  fnnher  violation  of  Enviroornental  Justice  principles. 


(D)  In  addition  to  "Mfmenuuon"  Utiles,  the  application  of  Section  4(0  is 
fla^ved.  Thft  DEIS  should  identify  every  4(f^  p«ri  rojource  adversely 
■tfected  by  existing  Logan  cperetions  and  any  propos&h  under  considersicioD. 
CoinmunlcatioD  vhould  be  established  vlth  the  stewards  of  such  <i(,f) 
rcsouicea  (typically  city  or  state  park  ageaciet.  and  the  neighborhood  people 
who  use  th«  pAxks)  to  identify  any  impacts,  altemativei  co  avoid,  and  "all 
possible  pllnning  to  mitigate"  such  unpacts. 


(E)  The  Asterdon  in  the  DEIS  that  soundproofing  corsrituoai  raitigailoo  and 
somehow  prtsmpts  the  need  to  conduct  a  4(fi  analysis  or  an  E«v  iron  menial 
Justice  process  i«  totally  inappropriate.  Soondprx»fns  ot  btxises  is  at  best  a 
very  partial  mitigation  of  airport  noise.    Soundproofing  doesn't  help  the 
porch,  the  roof,  the  backyard  or  ihc  city  sidewalk  or  neighborhood  park  The 
existing  house  vjundproofing  program  ha?  been  difficult  to  implement  'tihh 
middle  income  home  ovners.  There  is  nc  track  recurd  on  how  to  make  it 
work  for  low  income  tcn»nts.  Indeed,  there  are  questions  of  whether  it  i.% 
effective  ai  all  due  lo  ditficuJcy  in  holding  contiacton  accounubic  for  their 
work.  There  is  no  way  that  a  vague  Masapori  commitment  to  "mitijatt:" 
throtigh  soundpfoofmg  can  substitute  for  environmental  rights  neighbors 


May  4,  7  909 


eiuoy  under  NEPA.  Section  4(f),  Title  VI,  which  are  supposed  lo  b« 
ttr^ngthentjd  aid  facilitated  by  the  Execative  Order  on  Enviroiunenul 
Jiisdcc. 


8)  Per  all  (he  above  reasons,  wc  believe  the  VUsspon  DEIS  Is  CoUlly  inadequacy 
and  needs  to  be  redeveloped  as  a  comprebtmive  Draft  EIS  for  comtOBnt.  which 
inchules  the  Mass  Highway  Contract  8A.  iocludcj  the  proposed  relocation  of  "Park 
and  Fly"  and  the  proposed  airfield  expansion  into  the  "Robie"  area:  and  further 
includci  the  proposal  to  rcddvalop  Terminal  A.  so  rhai  ihe  iniar-relaied  and 
curaulaiivc  impacts  of  these  inter-related  projects  can  be  evaluated  in  a  proper  Draft 
EIS  omsistfot  with  Environmental  Justice  principles. 

(A)  Wc  believe  that  the  process  outlined  by  John  DeVillaru  is  appropriate, 
where  first  a  comprehensive  identification  of  txisung  impacts  and 
appropriate  attempu  to  avoid  or  tnitigaie  would  be  identified  and  (hen  any 
furth«r  proposals  by  Masspon  can  be  evaluated  in  that  conte^^t 


193.16 
(cont.) 


193.17 


(B)  We  believe  that  a  revised  draft  EIS/R,  incorporating  the  Mass  Hi^way 
8A  Contract,  including  questions  of  airport  e<Jge  such  as  relocation  of  the 
Park  and  Fly  and  the  expansion  of  Logan  Airfield  into  Robie.  the 
redevelopment  of  Tenrnnal  A,  and  various  airfield  proposals  including  peak 
pricing  should  reject  Runway  13-32. 


Way  4,  1999 

1)  The  pciiTury  efTonn  ttuu  will  deal  with  Logon  deUyi  are  more  use 

of  R^o&al  airpom  ind  hi^  vpeed  nil.  Even  with  no  tiifield  action. 

Adjusting  the  Musport  numbers  to  reflect  the  KTOwio*  succest  in  193.18 

regional  airport  and  ndl  opdotis  sug^etts  that  delay)  should  decreflje, 

10  then  is  no  criili  here. 


2)  The  availability  of  Runway  14-32  is  HVely  to  undercut  the 
benefits  of  regional  lirport  improvements,  by  providing  imall 
aircrait  better  on  tiioe  perfortnance  than  Ittrge.  and  encouraging  a 
high-fleet  scenaho. 


193.19 


3)  Runway  14-32  involvei  such  a  massive  shift  ia  overflight  of 
communities,  particularly  o^'er  high  concentrations  of  low  income 

193.20 

and  minority  populations  that  it  violates  Environmental  Justice 
principles. 


4)  The  presence  of  Runway  14-32  plan  option  so  influences  the 

affected  communitiBs  that  it  Is  impossible  to  focua  attention  on       ^       2 ^ 

improved  instiumentation  of  Runway  Approach  33,  and  oiher 

airfield  issues  that  might  be  amenable  to  solution,  and  Terminal  A 


nd«velopin«nc  which  it  the  nidU  urgent  matter  facing  the  ability  of 
puMaten  to  ucc  Logan  with  reatonabl£  comfon  and  coovenieitce. 


May  4,  1999 

193.21 


(com.) 


5)  There  clearly  are  feasible  and  prudent  alternatives  to  building 
Rnnway  14-32,  indeed,  we  believe  the  runway  ij  counter  productive 
on  delay.  In  any  caae,  adve^ne  i<f)  impaas  can  be  avoided  by  a 
decision  to  oot  coDitirict  Runway  ]4«32,  and  make  the  injunction 
pennaQcat 


193.22 


Ag2un  thank  you  for  your  tirae  and  attention.  We  would  be  happy  to  moei  a^ain  to 
discuss  thii  further. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 


Letter  193 
Fred  Salvucci 
MIT,  Department  of  Civil  & 
Environmental  Engineering 
Private  Citizens:  Cambridge 


Code     Topic  1 
193.1  Regional 


Topic  2 

Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Comment 


The  likely  and  potential  role  of  regional  alternatives  to 
Logan  is  not  properly  assessed  in  the  DEIS. 


193.2     Analysis  Delay  Model       ...the  delay  estimates  in  Figure  ES-3  on  Page  ES  19  and 

Assumptions/  Table  4.2.7  on  Page  4-1 1  do  not  make  any  adjustment  for 

Methodologies  \  :  regional  altematives. 


Response 

An  expanded  and  updated  discussion  of  the  regional 
alternatives  is  presented  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.  Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of 
airports  that  includes  T.F.  Green/Providence, 
Worcester  Regional  and  Manchester.  Massport  has  long 
recognized  that  sen/ice  development  and  increased 
passenger  traffic  at  these  airports  are  an  important  part  of  the 
region's  long-term  strategy  to  accommodate  passenger  and 
activity  growth.  Massport  has  actively  encouraged  the 
development  of  regional  airports  and  full  use  of  other  options, 
including  high-speed  rail  to  Logan  Airport's  largest  market, 
New  York.  This  analysis  supports  the  conclusion  greater  use 
of  the  regional  airports  will  provide  passengers  within  the 
service  area  of  such  airports  with  a  viable  alternative  to 
Logan  Airport.  Since  demand  within  Logan  Airport's  primary 
service  area  will  remain  strong,  the  improvements  at  other 
regional  airports  will  not  eliminate  the  need  for  airside 
projects  at  Logan  Airport.  By  incorporating  a  broad  range  of 
current  and  future  passenger  traffic  and  aircraft  operations 
scenarios,  the  airside  analysis  and  recommendations 
encompass  any  reasonable  future  operating  conditions  at 
Logan  Airport. 

Variability  in  potential  impacts  from  the  regional  airports  on 
future  conditions  at  Logan  Airport  is  incorporated  in  the  delay 
analysis  through  the  use  of  a  wide  range  of  current  and 
future  passenger  traffic  and  aircraft  operations  levels  at 
Logan  Airport.  As  a  result,  the  recommendations  contained  in 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  are  not  dependent  on  a  specific 
future  environment  at  Logan  Airport,  but  instead  take  into 
account  a  range  of  current  and  potential  future 
passenger  scenarios  in  addition  to  analysis  of  the 
current  operating  environment  at  the  airport. 


Letter  193:  Fred  Salvucci,  MIT,  Department  of  Civil  &  Environmental  Engineenng 
Private  Citizens:  Cambridge 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 


Code 
193.3 


Topic  1 
Regional 


Topic  2 


Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


193.4 


Analysis  Passenger 
Assumptions/  Forecasting 
Methodologies 


Comment 

...a  substantial  part  of  the  outside  ot  Route  128 
metropolitan  market,  estimated  as  28%  of  Logan's  current 
market,  would  likely  be  attracted  away  from  Logan  by  the 
combination  of  high  speed  rail,  Green,  Manchester,  and 
Worcester. 


In  the  context  of  the  "hassle  factor"  of  getting  to  Logan; 
with  several  years  of  Big  Dig  construction,  the  necessary 
redevelopment  of  Tenminal  A,  the  high  cost  of  parking  at 
Logan,  the  limit  on  any  growth  in  parking  supply,  it  is 
reasonable  to  expect  that  the  Massport  DEIS  substantially 
overestimates  the  likely  growth  in  Logan  passengers,  and 
fails  to  consider  aggressive  further  regional  options  as  an 
alternative. 


193.5    ;  Alternatives        Runway  14/32     ...based  on  the  analysis  in  the  DEIS  "overscheduling"  of 
Peak  Period       regional  services  will  not  occur  with  peak  pricing,  because 
Pricing  the  market  incentive  to  oversupply  with  small  aircraft  will 

be  diminished.  Moreover,  one  might  expect  that 
:  construction  of  Runway  14/32  might  lead  to  increased  use 
'  of  small  aircraft,  by  improving  schedule  reliability  of  small 
;  aircraft  in  comparison  to  large,  and  perversely  affect  the 
total  number  of  aircraft  movements  required  to  serve  any 
given  number  of  passengers.  The  failure  to  consider  these 
effects  result  in  underestimating  the  benefits  of  peak 
pricing,  and  overestimating  the  benefits  of  Runway  14/32, 
and  is  a  substantial  flaw. 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  evaluate  the  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester, 
and  Worcester  Regional  airports  and  their  potential  impacts 
on  Logan  Airport.  The  regional  airports  are  expected  to 
accommodate  an  increasing  share  of  the  overall  growth  in  air 
j  travel  demand  within  the  Greater  Boston  area.  This  will 
\  provide  some  relief  to  the  growth  pressures  at  Logan  Airport. 
:  Nevertheless,  the  proposed  Airside  Project  is  necessary  and 
I  provides  clear  benefits  at  current  traffic  levels.  These  benefits 
I  will  only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as  developments  at  the 
I  regional  airports  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at 
I  Logan  Airport. 

I  Successful  development  of  the  regional  airports,  enhancing 
I  their  ability  to  attract  passengers  that  originate  trips  from 
;  locations  outside  Logan  Airport's  core  market  area  represents 
I  a  key  element  in  Massport's  efforts  to  promote  an  effective 
and  efficient  regional  transportation  network. 

The  Airside  Project  analysis  compared  the  benefits  and 
impacts  of  alternatives  against  a  broad  range  of  current  and 
potential  future  activity  levels  at  Logan  Airport.  A  benefit  of 
this  approach  is  that  the  findings  and  selection  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  were  not  dependent  on  a  specific  future 
condition,  but  reflect  consideration  of  different  scenarios.  The 
analysis  of  comparative  benefits  for  the  alternative  airside 
projects  focussed  on  activity  levels  at  29  million  and 
37.5  million  annual  air  passengers.  These  activity  levels 
include  diversion  of  up  to  7.3  million  passengers  that  could  be 
absorbed  by  regional  transportation  alternatives.  Curent 
traffic  trends  at  Logan  Airport  and  the  regional  airports 
indicate  that  Logan  Airport  may  not  reach  the  29  million- 
passenger  forecast  presented  in  the  Draft  EIR/EIR  until  2002 
or  2003.  Continued  air  service  expansion  at  the  regional 
airports  and  the  introduction  of  high-speed  rail  to  New  York  in 
December  2000  is  expected  to  further  slow  Logan  Airporfs 
passenger  traffic  growth.  With  these  developments, 
Logan  Airport  may  not  achieve  the  37.5  million  passenger 
forecasts  until  after  2010,  but  rather  closer  to  2015. 

Regional  alternatives  are  addressed  in  Chapter  2  of  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.  Increased  use  of  regional  alternatives  will  not 
prevent  the  substantial  drop  in  capacity  and  resulting  delays 
that  occurs  dunng  northwest  wind  conditions. 


Small  aircraft  can  be  accommodated  on  all  the 
runway  configurations  used  at  Logan  Airport.  There  is  no 
basis  to  assume  that  the  constojction  of  Runway  14/32  would 
stimulate  an  increase  in  regional  carrier  operations. 

Additional  analysis  of  PPP  is  contained  in  Section  4.5  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  As  a  mitigation  measure,  Massport 
has  proposed  to  implement  a  Peak  Period  Monitoring  System 
to  determine  if  airline  overscheduling  is  emerging  based  on 
future  growth  in  aircraft  operations.  Massport  believes  that 
initiation  of  this  monitoring  program  will  provide  the  necessary 
market  signals  to  encourage  earners  to  make  efficient  use  of 
available  facilities  at  Logan  Airport.  Should  the  monitoring 
program  indicate  that  overscheduling  conditions  are  likely  to 
develop,  Massport  has  developed  an  action  plan  as 
described  in  Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR, 
designed  to  address  overscheduling  conditions  at  Logan 
Airport. 


Letter  193:  Fred  Salvucci,  M\l,  Department  of  Civil  &  Environmental  Engineering 
Private  Citizens:  Cambridge 


LOGAN  AlRSIDE  IMPROVEMENTS  PLANNING  PROJECT  INTERIM  SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

193.6 

Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 

Delay  Model 

There  is  a  very  little  information  about  actual  delay  at 
Logan,  and  how  it  has  increased  or  decreased  over  the 
years.  ...there  is  no  description  of  what  impact,. .[the 
PACE  program]  had  in  less  than  a  year,  and  no  analysis 

;  of  what  impact  it  might  have  had  if  continued  over  a 

•  longer  period. 

Section  1 .6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains  a  ' 
discussion  of  the  FAA  and  DOT  delay  measures  and 
historical  data,  along  with  compansons  of  Logan  Airport  with 
other  United  States  airports.  Chapter  3  of  the  Airside  Project 

;  Draft  EIS/EIR  also  discusses  the  delay  analysis  and  the 

1  PACE  program. 

193.7 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

There  is  no  exploration  of  exemption  or  grandfather 
provisions  to  deal  with  any  particular  economic  impacts  in 
special  markets  such  as  the  Cape,  even  though  the 
regional  office  of  the  EPA  specifically  requested  this 
analysis  in  1995. 

Refer  to  Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  which 
includes  an  analysis  of  PPP  with  the  inclusion  of  a  conceptual 
small  community  exemption  program.  That  program  would  be 
designed  to  protect  greatly  affected  communities  from  losing 
access  to  the  national  transportation  system  without 
unnecessarily  diluting  the  delay  reduction  benefits  of  PPP. 

193.8 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

There  is  no  clear  analysis  of  the  10%  of  Logan 
passengers  in  regional  non-jet  services  who  consume 
40%  of  Logan  airspace  capacity,  and  how  this  particular 
part  of  the  market  is  likely  to  evolve  given  existing  growth 
in  regional  air  services,  and  how  these  trends,  might  be 
expected  to  be  affected  by  peak  pricing  and  by  the 
construction  of  Runway  14/32. 

The  presence  of  small  aircraft  in  the  fleet  mix  is  a  reflection  of  j 
Logan  Airport's  role  as  a  regional  hub  for  both  local  and  \ 
connecting  passengers  from  small-  and  j 
medium-sized  communities  in  New  England  and  the  i 
northeast  United  States.  Logan  Airport's  normal  operating  1 
capacity  is  120  operations  per  hour  and  is  available  i 
approximately  80  percent  of  the  time.  When  these  i 
high  capacity  configurations  are  available,  \ 
current  flight  demand  can  be  accommodated  with  j 
minimal  delay.  Runway  14/32  is  designed  to  prevent  the  drop  j 
of  capacity  that  occurs  during  northwest  winds  and  will 
increase  the  reliability  and  efficiency  of  the  airfield.  ! 

193.9 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

Essentially  the  peak  pricing  is  likely  to  provide  monetary 
incentives  to  airlines  to  produce  (and  passengers  to 
prefer)  improved  regional  services,  instead  of  the 
congestion  of  Logan  which  now  provides  incentive  for 
regionalization. 

Since  1 996,  eight  out  of  ten  new  passengers  in  New  England  \ 
are  using  the  regional  airports  instead  of  Logan  Airport.  The  i 
regionalization  of  aviation  in  New  England  is  already  j 
occurring  without  PPP. 

193.10 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

By  contrast,  if  Runway  14/32  is  provided,  an  opposite 
incentive  is  introduced  by  giving  small  regional  feeder 
service  preferential  on-time  performance,  at  lower  landing 
fees,  but  increasing  delay  for  all  the  aircraft  during  the 
80%  of  non  northwest  wind  related  delay.  Additionally,  by 
increasing  the  number  of  small  aircraft  at  Logan,  one 
would  expect  added  delay  due  to  vortex  avoidance 
requirements,  but  that  is  not  stated. 

The  fleet  mix  at  Logan  Airport  is  driven  by  the  markets  that 
the  airport  sen/es  and  not  by  available  runway  configuration. 
The  construction  of  Runway  1 4/32  would  not  promote  i 
continued  investment  in  small  aircraft,  since  air  carriers  make  i 
their  decisions  on  system-wide  utility  and  profitability.  i 
Runway  14/32  would  dramatically  reduce  delays  under  i 
northwest  wind  conditions  when  small  and  large  aircraft  must  1 
use  the  same  runway  for  landing.  Under  other  conditions,  the  1 
small  and  large  aircraft  are  generally  able  to  land  on  different  ! 
runways  so  delay  is  minimal.  The  effects  of  wake  vortex 
separations  on  operations  and  delays  are  included  in  all  1 
simulations.  The  High  and  Low  Operations  scenarios  reflect 
different  assumptions  on  the  numbers  of  smaller  aircraft  for  a 
given  future  passenger  level.  It  should  be  noted  that  current 
and  recent  activity  is  consistent  with  the  Low  Operations 
scenarios.  This  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes  analysis  of 
a  RJ  High  Fleet  scenano,  which  includes  a  higher  percentage 
of  regional  jets  in  the  fleet. 

Also,  refer  to  response  to  Comment  193.5. 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS 


Code      Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


i  193.11 

I  Alternatives 

:  Other  Non- 
Construction 
:  Alternatives 

There  is  no  analysis  of  other  regulatory  means  to 
encourage  regional  flight  consolidation  such  as  a  "slot" 
system. 

Neither  federal  or  state  scoping  directives  required  an 

analysis  of  slotting.  Imposition  of  slot  controls  constitutes  a 
;  federal  policy  that  has  been  preempted  to  the  FAA  under 
^  federal  law  and  is  not  within  Massport's  jurisdiction.  PPP 
:  represents  a  market  approach  that  should  encourage  the 
1  highest  value  services  to  use  Logan  Airport  during  periods  of 
1  scarce  capacity  without  the  market  disruption  and  other 

inefficiencies  related  to  slot  rontrol  Cnnnrp<;<;  HptorminoH  that 
\  the  slot  program  has  a  number  of  significant  problems.  The 
I  U.S  DOT  has  analyzed  options  for  reducing  slot  controls  at 
^  airports.  As  a  result,  the  Wendell  H.  Ford  Aviation  Investment 

and  Reform  Act  for  the  2ls' Century  (AIR-21),  which  was 
j  enacted  in  March  2000,  eliminated  all  slots  at  three  of  the 
:  nation's  slot-controlled  airports.  Slots  at  New  York  LaGuardia  : 

Airport  and  New  York  JFK  Airport  will  be  eliminated  by 

January  1,2007. 

193.12 

Alternatives 

Other  Non- 
Construction 
Alternatives 

There  is  also  no  consideration  of  a  system  to  manage 
delay  whenever  it  occurs  by  prioritizing  takeoff  of  larger 
aircraft  over  smaller....  Such  a  system  would  also  be 
expected  to  have  a  long-range  effect  of  encouraging 
direct  service  from  regional  airports  to  avoid  Logan,  and 
encourage  consideration  of  regional  non-jet  flights  into  a 
small  number  of  flights  in  larger  "small  jet"  aircraft. 

The  air  traffic  control  system  of  the  United  States,  which  the 
FAA  operates,  is  based  on  a  first-come,  first-serve  policy.  Any 
change  in  this  policy  would  require  a  major  federal  decision 
that  would  involve  a  major  overhaul  of  the 
entire  air  traffic  control  system,  including  procedures, 
manuals,  software,  controller/pilot  training,  etc.  The  FAA  is 
continually  evaluating  alternatives  to  increase  efficiency  of  the  \ 
national  airspace  system.  However,  future  FAA  initiatives  will  ! 
not  eliminate  the  need  for  the  proposed  airfield  improvements  i 
at  Logan  Airport.  The  FAA's  national  initiative  will  not  prevent  ' 
the  decline  in  capacity  under  northwest  wind  conditions  that 
occur  at  Logan  Airport. 

'  193.13 

Ground " 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan 

There  is  not  consideration  of  the  ground  access 
constraints  at  Logan,  although  the  regional  EPA 
specifically  requested  such  an  analysis  in  1995. 

The  air  passenger  projections  for  the  Airside  Project  are 
based  upon  the  projections  for  the  airport  whether  the 
Airside  Project  is  implemented  or  not.  Therefore,  the 
Airside  Project  will  neither  positively  or  negatively  affect  the 
ground  access  situation  at  Logan  Airport. 

Ground  access  patterns  were  studied  in  previous  GEIRs  and  : 
are  discussed  in  the  1999  Logan  Airport  ESPR  (ESPR, 
previously  GEIR).  The  ESPR  was  filed  on  December  1 5, 
2000. 

193.14 

Environmental 
Justice 

Cumulative 
Impacts 

The  Massport  DEIS  does  not  follow  the  Executive  Order 
on  Environmental  Justice. 

The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  was  expanded  for  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Low-income  and  minority 
populations  were  defined  in  accordance  with  Federal  ! 
Executive  Order  12898,  the  Final  United  States  Department 
of  Transportation  Order,  and  the  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality's  guidance  on  environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the 
analysis  of  low-income  populations  was  expanded  to  include 
households  at  1 50  percent  of  poverty  level.  This  analysis 
found  that  there  is  no  high  and  adverse  disproportionate 
Impact  to  low-income  and  minority  populations  caused  by  the  ; 
Preferred  Alternative. 
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193.15    Open  Space/      NEPA  ...the  application  of  Section  4(f)  is  flawed.  The  DEIS 

i  Parkland  :  should  identify  every  4(f)  park  resource  adversely  affected 

^  by  existing  Logan  operations  and  any  proposal  under 
consideration.  Communication  should  be  established  with 
the  stewards  of  such  4(f)  resources.. .to  identify  any 
impacts,  alternatives  to  avoid,  and  "all  possible  planning 
to  mitigate"  such  impacts. 


193.16    Noise  i  Soundproofing     The  assertion  in  the  DEIS  that  soundproofing  constitutes 

I  mitigation  and  somehow  preempts  the  need  to  conduct  a 

4(f)  analysis  or  an  Environmental  Justice  process  is  totally 
inappropriate.  Soundproofing  of  houses  is  at  best  a  very 
partial  mitigation  of  airport  noise.  Soundproofing  doesn't 
help  the  porch,  the  roof,  the  backyard  or  the  city  sidewalk 
or  neighborhood  park.. .There  is  no  way  that  a  vague 
Massport  commitment  to  "mitigate"  through  soundproofing 
can  substitute  for  environmental  rights  neighbors  enjoy 
under  NEPA,  Section  4(f),  Title  VI,  which  are  supposed  to 
be  strengthened  and  facilitated  by  the  Executive  Order  on 
Environmental  Justice. 


193.17  :  Cumulative 
Impacts  and 
the  GEIR 


Landside  ...we  believe  the  Massport  DEIS  is  totally  inadequate  and 

Improvements     needs  to  be  redeveloped  as  a  comprehensive  Draft  EIS 
for  comment,  which  includes  the  Mass  Highway  Contract 
8A,  includes  the  proposed  relocation  of  "Park  and  Fly": 
and  the  proposed  airfield  expansion  into  the  "Robie"  area, 
and  further  includes  the  proposal  to  redevelop  Terminal  A, 
so  that  the  inter-related  and  cumulative  impacts  of  these 
inter-related  projects  can  be  evaluated  in  proper  Draft  EIS 
consistent  with  Environmental  Justice  principles. 


Response 

Section  4(f)  requires  the  identification  of  resources  that  would 
be  used  by  any  altemative  under  consideration.  Therefore, 
the  identification  of  all  park  and  histonc  resources  currently 
affected  by  Logan  Airport  is  not  required  for  a 
Section  4(f)  Evaluation.  There  are  no  parklands, 
historic  properties  or  sites,  or  other  Section  4(f)  resources  on 
the  airfield  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  runway  and 
taxiway  improvements.  There  are  also  no  parklands  identified 
in  those  areas  where  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the 
Preferred  Alternative  extends  beyond  the  65  dB  DNL  contour 
for  the  No  Action  Alternative  (Alternative  4).  Therefore,  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  have  no  direct  or  indirect  impact  on 
parklands.  Refer  to  Sections  5.3  and  6.3  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  parklands  relative  to  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 


The  implementation  of  a  sound  insulation  program  for 
affected  historic  residences  is  the  accepted  FAA  mitigation 
outlined  in  FAR  Part  150.  Refer  to  Sections  5.3  and  6.3  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  Section  4(f) 
resources  relative  to  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Also,  refer  to 
the  new  analyses  of  Environmental  Justice  in  Section  6.8  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  and  the  expanded  discussion 
of  proposed  mitigation  in  Chapter  8  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 


In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  DEIS 
to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  an  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the  FAA's 
direction,  three  Panel  members  were  appointed  by  the 
Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and  three 
were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston.  Under  the 
direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the  Panel 
convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at  least  monthly 
with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A  total  of  12 
meetings  were  held.  To  provide  the  appropriate  background, 
the  Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim  Supplemental  Draft 
EIS,  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key  letters 
written  by  members  of  the  public,  concerned  agencies  and 
public  officials  responding  to  the  Arside  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR,  and  a  series  of  15  visual  and  written  presentations 
from  the  Airside  Project's  technical  consulting  team  and  other 
independent  industry  experts. 

The  other  projects  cited  in  this  comment  are  not  related  to  the 
Airside  Improvements  Project.  Any  impacts  associated  with 
those  projects  will  be  addressed  in  individual  project  filings,  if 
required  under  NEPA  and/or  MEPA  and  also  in  the  ESPR 
(formeriy  GEIR)  process. 

The  ongoing  state  ESPR  process  provides  infonnation  to  the 
federal  and  state  agencies  and  the  general  public  on  the 
environmental  effects  of  existing  and  future  operations  at 
Logan  Airport,  on  the  cumulative  effect  of  airport  operations, 
and  on  the  planning  context  for  individual  projects  at 
Logan  Airport.  The  GEIR/ESPR  is  specifically  incorporated  by 
reference  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  as  a  background  document. 
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Code 
193.18 


Topic  1 

Regional 
Transportation 


Topic  2 

Regional 
Airports 


Comment 


The  primary  efforts  that  will  deal  with  Logan  delays  are 
more  use  of  regional  airports  and  high  speed  rail.  Even 
with  no  airfield  action,  adjusting  the  Massport  numbers  to 
reflect  the  growing  success  in  regional  airport  and  rail 
options  suggests  that  delays  should  decrease,  so  there  is 
no  crisis  here. 


193.19  :  Alternatives 


Runway  14/32 


The  availability  of  Runway  14/32  is  likely  to  undercut  the 
benefits  of  regional  airport  improvements,  by  providing 
small  aircraft  better  on  time  performance  than  large,  and 
encouraging  a  high-fleet  scenario. 


Response 

The  proposed  Logan  Airport  Airside  Project  is  necessary  and 
provide  clear  benefits  at  current  traffic  levels.  Massport  has 
long  recognized  that  sen/ice  development  and  increased 
passenger  traffic  at  the  regional  airports  are  an  important  part 
of  the  region's  long-term  strategy  to  accommodate  passenger 
and  activity  grovrth.  Massport  has  actively  encouraged  the 
development  of  regional  airports  and  use  of  other  options, 
especially  high-speed  rail  to  Logan  Airport's  largest  markeL 
New  York. 

Section  2.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  evaluates 
T.F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester,  and 
Worcester  Regional  airports  and  their  potential  impacts  on 
Logan  Airport.  The  regional  airports  are  expected  to 
accommodate  an  increasing  share  of  the  overall  growth  in  air 
travel  demand  within  the  greater  Boston  area.  This  will 
provide  some  relief  to  the  growth  pressures  at  Logan  Airport 
but  will  not  eliminate  the  need  for  airside  projects. 


Regional  carriers  that  provide  service  to  Logan  Airport  and 
the  passengers  they  sen/e  are  an  entirely  different  market 
than  the  airlines  that  and  passengers  that  have  generated 
tremendous  growth  at  the  regional  airports  over  the  past 
several  years.  As  a  result,  regional  carriers  sen/ing  Logan 
Airport  are  unlikely  to  shift  operations  to  the  regional  airports 
and  the  low-fare  carriers  that  provide  service  from  the 
regional  airports  are  unlikely  to  shift  operations  to  Logan 
Airport. 

Regional  carriers  serving  Logan  Airport  cany  a  mix  of  local 
and  connecting  passengers,  A  significant  number  of 
passengers  are  either  traveling  to  Boston  or  connecting  to 
flights  that  are  not  available  from  the  outlying  airports.  For 
example,  service  to  Manchester  would  not  be  a  viable 
alternative  for  a  Provincetown  passenger  traveling  to  a 
location  in  downtown  Boston.  Likewise,  service  to  Providence 
would  not  be  attractive  to  a  Provincetown  passenger  trying  to 
reach  Denver,  since  there  are  no  nonstop  Denver  sen/ices  at 
T.F.  Green/Providence  Airport. 

Market  forces  have  been  responsible  for  the  shift  in  airport 
usage  from  Logan  Airport  to  the  regional  airports  and  the 
induced  growth  at  the  regional  airports.  Regional  airports 
have  become  attractive  alternatives  to  Logan  Airport  because 
of  airline  decisions  to  increase  the  frequency  and  quality  of 
regional  airport  services  (i.e.,  jet  versus  turtjoprops),  the 
availability  of  lower  airfares,  convenient  access  relative  to 
Logan  Airport,  and  increased  public  awareness  of  the 
regional  airports.  Until  Southwest  Airtines,  Delta  Connection 
and  MetroJet  introduced  low-fare  services  into  the  region,  the 
New  England  region  had  been  one  of  the  only  regions  in  the 
United  States  without  a  significant  low-fare  carrier  presence. 
The  resulting  stimulation  of  traffic  at  the  regional  airports 
consists  of  both  induced  demand  and  diversion  from 
Logan  Airport.  This  diversion  results  from  a  recapture  of 
traffic  within  Manchester  and  T.F.  Green/Providence  airports 
primary  markets  that  was  previously  using  Logan  Airport. 
Since  1996,  when  low-fare  services  were  first  established  at 
T.F.  Green/Providence  Airport,  eight  out  of  ten  new  air 
travelers  in  New  England  have  chosen  to  use  the  regional 
airports  over  Logan  Airport. 
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193.20 

Environmental 
Justice 

Cumulative 
Impacts 

Runway  14/32  involves  such  a  massive  shift  in  overflight 
of  communities,  particularly  over  high  concentrations  of 
low  income  and  minority  populations  that  it  violates 
Environmental  Justice  principles. 

There  are  no  Environmental  Justice  violations  as  described  in 
Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  In  fact,  Runway 
14/32  would  reduce  noise  to  those  most  impacted  by  noise.  It 
would  shift  75,000  flights  over  water,  while  reducing  total 
number  of  nighttime  flights.  Additionally,  by  increasing  the 
number  of  operations  over  water.  Runway  14/32  would 
reduce  the  total  annual  hours  of  dwell  and  persistence  over 
populated  areas  in  accordance  with  short-term  PRAS  goals. 

193.21 

Alternatives 

Preferred 
Alternative 

The  presence  of  Runway  14/32  plan  option  so  influences 
the  affected  communities  that  it  Is  impossible  to  focus 
attention  on  improved  instrumentation  of 
Runway  Approach  33,  and  other  airfield  issues  that  might 
be  amenable  to  solution,  and  Terminal  A  redevelopment 
which  is  the  most  urgent  matter  facing  the  ability  of 
passengers  to  use  Logan  with  reasonable  comfort  and 
convenience. 

The  Airside  Project  is  designed  to  reduce  delays  and  increase 
the  efficiency  of  Logan  Airport's  airfield.  Massport  and  individual  ■ 
airlines  are  cunently  undertaking  redevelopment  of  the  landside 
(i.e.,  terminals,  roadways,  etc.)  portion  of  Logan  Airport.  An 
Environmental  Assessment/DEIR  for  the  redevelopment  of 
Terminal  A  by  Delta  Air  Lines  was  filed  with  the  MEPA  Office  ; 
on  May  31 ,  2000.  Each  of  these  projects  will  provide  j 
important  benefits  and  address  immediate  deficiencies  and 
should  not  be  delayed. 

193.22 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

There  clearly  are  feasible  and  prudent  alternatives  to 
building  Runway  14/32,  indeed,  we  believe  the  runway  is 
counter  productive  on  delay.  In  any  case,  adverse  4(f) 
impacts  can  be  avoided  by  a  decision  not  to  construct 
Runway  14-32 

There  are  no  adverse  Section  4(f)  impacts  associated  with 
the  Airside  Project.  The  proposed  improvements  at 
Logan  Airport  will  neither  incorporate  land  from  the 
Section  4(f)  resource  nor  affect  the  normal  activity  or 
aesthetic  value  of  a  public  park,  recreation  area, 
wildlife  refuge,  or  historic  site.  Therefore,  the 
Preferred  Alternative  does  not  constitute  a  use  of  Section  4(f)  ! 
resources.  In  addition,  the  FAA  has  determined  that  there  are 
no  feasible  or  prudent  alternatives  to  the  Preferred  Alternative 
that  would  achieve  the  delay  reduction,  safety,  transportation,  ; 
noise  distribution,  and  other  objectives  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 
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Arthur  PugsleyOMEPAOEOEA 

"Margaret  Webster"  <webster®f as . harvard. edu> 
re  file  #  10458  EOA  ' 

Thursday,  April  22,    1999  15:16:25  EDT 


LETTER  194 


•.tach: 
-ertify : 
Priority: 


N 

Normal 


Defer  until: 
Expires : 
Forwarded  by: 


Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

I  am  writing  you  as  a  Cambridge  resident  opposed  to  the  new 
runway,   14/32,  proposed  by  Massport .     Studies  show  that  this 
runway  will  triple  air  traffic  in  our  area.     Wouldn't  it  make 
a  lot  more  sense  to  start  work  on  a  new  AIRPORT  instead:  one 
that  is  located  further  inland,  where  it  would  disturb  fewer 
residents  and  would  have  more  room  to  expand?     In  recent 
travels  everyone  I  have  encountered  numbers  Logan  among  the 
worst  airports  in  the  country,  particularly  in  that  it  is 
nerve -rackingly  hard  to  get  to. 

Thanking  you  for  your  consideration, 

""^urs  sincerely. 


rgaret  Webster 
17  Woodbridge  Street 
Cambridge,   MA  02140 


« 


LETTER  195 


Presentations  on  the  Go. 


April  2,  1999 

John  P.  DeVillars 
Regional  Administrator 

United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agencv 
Region  1  ^  ^ 

John  F.  Kennedy  Federal  Building 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02203-0001 


Dear  Mr.  DeVillars: 


.ega„y  guirefbT^ ^4^1^"^'^^^^^^^  ■'""-^  >«2  cannot  be 

the  Commonwealth  of  MaVsachusetts  Administration  or 

direction  ™™ra;"L~t::e  "^^^^^  ^^^'^'^  R-way  14/32  as  a  uni- 
Policy  Act  and  Ae  Massachuse^  Env-f  N""™^'  Environmental 

address  the  poss.ble  ^^^^^^^^^^^l^^,        °f  *e  EIR/E.S  shouM 


Yours  truly, 


Arthur  Krolman,  CFA 
President 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Drar  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  195 

Arthur  Krolman,  CFA,  President 

Krolman  Corporation 
Private  Citizens:  Charlestown 


Code 
195.1 


Topic  1 

Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Runway  14/32 


Comment 


Consistent  with  their  proposed  use,  Massport  has 
analyzed  Runway  14/32  as  a  unidirectional  ainway  only. 
However,  to  better  satisfy  the  aims  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  and  the  Massachusetts 
Environmental  Policy  Act.  The  scope  of  the  EIR/EIS 
should  address  the  possible  future  implementation  of 
bi-directional  use. 


Response 

The  Runway  14/32  concept  under  review  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  allows  unidirectional  operations  only  {i.e.,  all 
aircraft  arrivals  would  occur  over  Boston  Harbor  to  the 
Runway  32  approach  and  all  departures  would  initiate  from 
the  Runway  14  heading  out  over  Boston  Harbor).  State 
approval  under  MEPA  and  federal  approval  under  NEPA  will 
allow  Runway  14/32  to  proceed  only  on  a  basis  consistent 
with  the  stated  unidirectional  limitations.  Consistent  with  any 
such  approvals,  Massport  will  light  and  stripe  Runway  14/32 
to  accommodate  unidirectional  operations  only. 

Furthermore,  the  location  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  involves 
physical  limitations  that  reinforce  the 
unidirectional  requirements  of  that  improvement  concept.  The 
Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center,  which  is  174  feet  high,  is 
within  1,300  feet  of  the  Runway  14  end.  The  location  of  the 
Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center  invades  applicable 
FAA  approach  surface  glide  slope  requirements,  thereby 
precluding  arrivals  from  the  west  to  the  Runway  14.  Another 
factor  limiting  westerly  operations  on  Runway  14/32  is  the 
lack  of  available  facilities  to  allow  aircraft  to  taxi  to  the 
Runway  32. 

The  unidirectional  limitations  of  Runway  14/32  allow 
maximum  use  of  over-water  operations  and  thereby  limit 
operational  impacts  over  residential  areas.  To  strictly 
reinforce  these  important  environmental  benefits,  Massport 
has  designated  the  intended  unidirectional  limitation  on 
Runway  14/32  as  a  mitigation  measure.  Refer  to  Section  8.5 
of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  regarding  enforcement  of 
unidirectionality  of  Runway  14/32. 
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LETTER  196 

Elizabeth  A.  Aberg 
22  Boatswains  Way 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 
(617)  889-1724 


April  18,  1999 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley 

Massachusetts  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
100  Cambridge  St  ^  j 

20""  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

RE:  EOEA  #10458 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley, 


.P--t  at  Logan  Airport.  The  residents 
suffer  greatly  if  this  expansion  is  allowed  to  take  place  <^o"s.deration  in  this  matter  and  will 

Llan^d'anem^l^^^^^  PAA  focuses  on  the  Hight  "delay"  problem  at 

contains  numerous  deficiencies  hat  f  i  Jc^m^^^^^^^  '"^^  -P-^ 

environmental,  social  and  medical  cos    of  ^hTn  alleviating  delays  to  the  true 

meaicai  costs  of  the  proposed  airport  expansion: 

Noise  Pollution  Impart 

the  brain's  reticular  activation  syst  m  thatTrrnar  <=?h    k  ^"^'^'"g  ^  --"Ponse  from 

throughout  the  central  nervous  system  and  m  luencV          '  '  '"^P"'^^^  ^^en  travel 

cardiovascular,  and  gastrointesti^a  functfons  Th^^^^^^  r^"'^'^^'  b^'^^^'^^-'-  g'andular, 

health.'                                          functions.  Therefore,  noise  is  thought  of  as  a  major  threat  to  human 

Air  Pollution  Impart 

Chemical  pollution  generated  bv  vehicle.:  withir,  fu 

well  as  road  traffic  to  and  from  the  a  port  wil  "n?!/''''"^^  '""'^      P'^"^^  ^"d  transport  vehicles,  as 

The  EPA  Regional  Administrator  ;tat=rth->"'^Vl„f^'V'/"'"'P^        '^^^'^  ^''^       P'^""^^  expansion. 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  for  n^nnT'""  ^"'u'*'*'^"'  serious  violation  of  the  Vatio"^! 

commonwealth's  Job  of  a„al„i„g  .ha  ozone  s?ard:Tird?fn''lr-"' 
Construction  Impart 

^^^^n^^"^::^^;:^  ^--^       ^«««-^004  penod  wm  generate  a  daily 

add  to  the  already  overly  congested  rfads  that  ead  to  a"^'  ^""'T  °"       ^^^^^  ^"'^ 

of  traffic  on  affected  roads  causing  traffic  delavfinr  r.'*"'  '"'P"''-  "^^'^        "^'^^"P^  ^^e  normal  flow 

aggravate  the  existing  pollution  and  par  icuTa te  d,  r^-^^'"'  neighboring  communities  as  well  as 

damage.  paniculate  dust  problem,  and  contribute  to  road  erosion  and  structural 

St?qu"  t^o^fo'LV'^  — y     -  -<^-e  flight  delays.  However,  there  is  a 

Just  how  "delayed"  is  Logan  Airpnrto 
Conflicting  figures  from  different  aeencies  have  Keen  „• 

problem  is.  The  US  Department  of  TransDortatmn  !,  r  ^       '       '  "  ""^  ""^^"^"s  as  to  just  what  the  exact 

ransportation  statistics  concurs  with  Massporfs  data  on  night  delays  But 


p'^^r.!^^^^^^^^  ^as  on.y  about  3%  of  Its  Hights  delayed""  The 

Bu  ,  even  .f  short  delays  are  excessive  tL  US  DepartmenTl"fT'  "  ^"^  "P     "'g^t  cancellation 

unusual  for  major  airports,  even  for  state  of  fh.  .  .  r    ?    of  Transportat.on  confirmed  that  delays  are  not 
of  .ts  nights  delayed  ?ast  Ice  rdi^gl^  faA  ,au  th^^d'f  -^Port,  whL  had  9% 

and  IS  essentially  in  equilibrium.  In  fact  MassDort'.  a!'  .       J.'^  ^^g^"  ^as  improved  since  1993 

It  is  clear  that  the  Draft  FF<;/pip 

ci.y  airpoM  ,ha,  has  exceeded  reas^iableTalcrTxU'nr  "  "l7'"''-  ^  P^^-""^  -all  I„„er- 

che^.cal  pollution  levels  for  nearby  commu'n  ,  es   Mos,  .rr^  '"S"""'  "is.ing  „„  "  and 

lrt"L    I"'  '''  '"ffi'  over  low  ,„c"me  a^d  min     ?  ^"^  "       ^''P'OP""'""'".  biasedfand 

and  Roxbury,  which  is  a  v.ola.ion  of  ,he  Erviro"^::^™^^"'''  C^^'"^'  E«re«. 

a"'£S''7,'^^°'°'''''"''"'^^^^  °f  Masspor.  n,„s, 

a  de,r,men,  ,o  our  quality  „f  „f,       ,  .o  ou^hea,,^and  "afe"y     """"  14/32  is 

Respectfully, 
Elizabeth  A.  Aberg 


D.  Dennis  Hansen.  M.D.  and  Lee  A  Sand 

Stephanie  Ebbert.  Delays  at  Loean  Srm  ,c  r, 

Logan  Seen  as  Overstated.  The  Boston  Globe,  p  AI.  April  3.  1999 
Yvonne  Abraham.  Massoort  anH  Fr..,  rv 

sport  and  Foes  D.spu.e  Delays.  The  Boston  Globe,  p  Bl.  April  4.  ,999 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  196 
Elizabeth  A.  Aberg 
Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

IQfi  1 

Mil  WUalliy 

MA  Arte 

I  The  EPA  Regional  Administrator  stated  that  the  region  is 
:  cun-ently  in  serious  violation  of  the  National  Ambient  Air 
:  Quality  Standards  for  ozone,  and  that  any  increased  traffic 
generated  by  the  airport  will  make  the  Commonwealth's 
job  of  attaining  the  ozone  standard  more  difficult. 

Although  hazardous  air  pollutants  (HAPs)  are  not  specifically  : 
addressed,  Section  6,8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
includes  a  discussion  of  public  health.  Because  VOCs  and 
PMio  emissions  are  lower  with  the  Airside  Project  than 
without  it,  it  can  be  concluded  that  from  these  emissions  will 
also  be  lower  with  the  Airside  Project  Alternatives,  when 
compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

196.2 

Delay 

Model 

[The  DEIS  overstates  the  delay  problem  at  Logan.] 

Refer  to  Section  4.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  on  the  estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays.  It 
includes  a  description  of  FAA  and  U.S.  DOT  delay  measures 
and  their  limitations,  an  explanation  of  computer  models  for 
estimating  flight  delays,  and  historical  data  on  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  and  other  major  United  States  airports.  The 
methodology  used  for  the  Airside  Project  includes  the  effects 
of  constraints  at  Logan  Airport,  and  produces  lower  delay 
estimates  than  FAA  modeling.  The  FAA  approved  all  the 
models,  which  have  been  validated  in  previously  published 
studies  of  Logan  Airport. 

The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  was  expanded  for  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Low-income  and  minority 
populations  were  defined  in  accordance  with  Federal 
Executive  Order  12898,  the  U.S.  DOT  Final  Order,  and  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  guidance  on 
environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis  of  low-income 
populations  was  expanded  to  include  households  at 
150  percent  of  poverty  level.  This  analysis  found  that  there  is 
no  high  and  adverse  disproportionate  impact  to  low-income 
and  minority  populations  caused  by  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  home  by  low-income 
or  minority  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Altemative  is 
minority,  compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minority  population 
of  38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Altemative  includes  a 
predominately  Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which  is 
predicted  under  worst  case  assumptions  to  experience  an 
increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change 
is  not  a  significant  adverse  impact.  The  minority  and 
low-income  populations  in  South  Boston  and  East  Boston 
affected  by  the  Preferred  Altemative  65  dB  DNL  contour  are 
almost  identical  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  65  dB  DNL 
contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  does  not  extend  into 
Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury  and  the  South  End.  Mitigation  of  the 
increased  noise  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  will  be 
provided  to  affected  communities  in  the  fonn  of  residential 
sound  insulation.  A  discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice 
analysis  is  presented  in  Section  6.8  of  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 


196.3     Environmental  impacts 
Justice 


Most  troubling  is  the  disproportionate,  biased,  and 
significant  increase  in  air  traffic  over  low-income  and 
minority  communities  of  East  Boston,  Chelsea,  Everett, 
and  Roxbury.  which  is  a  violation  of  the  Environmental 
Justice  Act. 
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April  21,  1999 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley, 

Enclosed  is  an  Acrobat  PDF  file  attachment  of  my  Environmental  Impact  = 
Statement  regarding  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Project. =20 

Massport  has  already  spent  close  to  $3  million  in  public  funds  on  = 
consultants  and  politically  connected  lobbyists  to  push  for  its  airport  = 
lansion  plan  (Joe  Battenfeld.  Massport  spent  $3M  to  lobby  for  runway  = 
Logan.   The  Boston  Herald,  pi,   April  14,    1999).  And,   we  have  just  = 
Witnessed  how  quickly  a  generously  funded  business  coalition  with  the  = 
obscure  name  of  'Citizens'    for  Efficient  Regional  Transportation,  = 
mobilized  and  picked  up  Massport 's  propaganda  ads  that  tout  the  benefits  = 
of  the  new  runway.  This  is  an  obtrusively  obscene  alliance  between  a  = 
public-sector  agency,   that  is  supposed  to  serve  the  interest  of  the  = 
people,   and  big  business  that  shortsightedly  doesn't  mind  running  = 
roughshod  over  everybody  else  in  the  name  of  'profit'  .  Apparently,  = 
Massport  doesn't  mind  mowing  us  down  either.  The  Authority's  spokesman,  = 
Jeremy  Crockford,   applauded  these  ads  calling  the  first  ad  'a  good  one'  = 
(Stephanie  Ebbert .   Business  group  buys  ads  touting  runway.   The  Boston  = 
Globe,  p  B3,   April  14,    1999).  1 QT  1 

I  believe  that  'profit'   rather  than  'delay'   underscores  the  basis  for  =  Iv/'.i 
this  expansion.  According  to  the  FAA  standards  for  calculating  flight  = 
delays,   Logan  has  only  about  3%  of  its  flights  delayed.  The  FAA  goes  = 
further  by  stressing  that  the  delay  situation  at  Logan  has  improved  = 
since  1993  and  is  essentially  in  equilibrium.   Even  Massport 's  Aviation  = 
Planning  Director,  Betty  Desrosiers,   admitted  that  delays  have  declined  = 
in  recent  years  as  airport  planners  improved  scheduling  with  airlines  = 
(Stephanie  Ebbert.  Delays  at  Logan  Seen  as  Overstated.  The  Boston  Globe.  = 
p  Al,  April  3,   1999).     Furthermore,   the  US  Department  of  Transportation  = 
stated  that  delays  are  not  unusual  occurrences  for  major  airports,   even  = 
for  state-of-the-art  facilities  like  Denver's  Centennial  airport,   which  = 
had  29%  of  its  flights  delayed  last  year. =20 

EPA  Regional  Administrator  stated  that  the  region  is  currently  in  =  4A7  n 
:  ious  violation  of  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  for  =  lc)/.L 
ozone,   and  that  any  increased  traffic  generated  by  the  airport  will  make  = 


the  Commonwealth's  job  of  attaining  the  ozone  standard  more  difficult. =2 

Massport  purports  the  draft  report  to  be  a  full  disclosure  document.  = 
But,   it  leaves  many  details  out  and  obscures  the  major  issues  that  can  = 
potentially  affect  public  health  which  deserves  full  public  scrutiny  = 
ider  The  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act   (MEPA) .  As  the  project 
uld  significantly  increase  Logan's  airside  capacity,   the  environmental 
nsequences  would  be  extraordinary.  The  Conservation  Law  Foundation  = 
stated  that  "the   (Massport  environmental  impact  statement)   paints  a  = 
fairly  frightening  projection  for  growth  at  Logan' '    (Laura  Brown.  = 
Conservation  Group  Not  Sold  On  Plan  for  New  Runway.  The  Boston  Herald.  = 
P.  15,  April  16,   1999) .     In  short,    failure  to  see  the  environmental  = 
impact  of  the  build  option  will  condemn  hundreds  of  thousands  of  local  = 
residents  to  living  with  deteriorating  medical,   social,  and  = 
environmental  conditions.  Our  communities  have  not  been  given  fair  = 
consideration  in  this  matter. 

I _ respectfully  submit  that  the  permanent  and  long-term  impact  damage  = 
visited  on  local  communi^:ies  should  not  be  brushed  aside  in  favor  of  = 
profit  or  for  alleviatin.  petty  delays.  And  that  any  money  earmarked  for 
Logan  expansion  would  be  better  spent  on  alleviating  current  levels  of  = 
noise  and  chemical  pollu-.  ion  felt  throughout  the  local  communities .  =20 

Sincerely, 


Peter  Alachi 
22  Boatswains  Way 
Chelsea,   MA  02150 
(617)  889-1724 
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SUMMARY  OF  MASSPORT'S  AIRSIDE 
IMPROVEMENT  PLANNING  PROJECT 


The  Draft  Environmental  Impaa  Statement  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (Draft 
EIS/EIR)  considers  the  impaa  of  five  options  on  flight-delay  reduction  and  wei^is  the 
environmental  impact  of  each.  The  proposed  schemes,  called  actions  in  draft  report,  comprise: 

•  Constmcting  and  operating  a  5,000-foot  unidirectiorialrunw^  (14/32)  located  at  the 
southwestern  edge  of  the  airport  for  use  over  the  water  oafy.  The  runway  length  was  selected 
over  a  4,500-fooi  length  in  order  to  accommodate  a  greater  proportion  of  the 

regional/ commuter  carrier  fleet  and  therefore  more  effective  in  reducing  delay  Q[:3-l). 

•  Constructing  and  operating  a  9,300-foot  Centerfield  Taxiway  between  runway  4L/22R  and 
4R/22L. 

•  Reconfiguring,  improving,  realigning  and  extending  other  Taxiways 

•  Reducing  approach  minimums  on  some  runways  (15R,  22L,  27  and  33L)  by  providing  precision 
approach  guidance  to  a  point  closer  to  runwjy  touchdown.  This  will  reduce  delays  and  enhance 
operational  safety. 

•  Peak  Period  Pricing  or  landing  fee  surcharges  imposed  on  carriers  during  peak  flight  activity 
levels  and  as  a  result  of  airline  over-scheduling. 

The  planned  project  was  picked  from  a  list  of  5  options  or  alternatives  (I:ES-16  -  Table  1). 


TABLE  1  -  SELECTION  OF  PROPOSED  ACTIONS  AND  DELAY  REDUCTION 


Percent  Rcduciion 

Percent  Reduction 

Alicniaiive 

Proposed  Action 

of  Delay  for  "^'enr 

of  Delays  lor  Year 

Status 

2010  per 
37.5M  Passengers 

23 IC  per 
37.5M  Passengers 

(Low  Fleet) 

(liiph  Fleet) 

1 

AU  actions 

-34.1% 

-53.6% 

Rejected 

lA 

All  actions  without 
Peak  Period  Pricing 

-29.9% 

-31.3% 

Accepted 

2 

All  actions  without 
14/32 

-14.1% 

-42.7% 

Rejeaed 

3 

All  actions 
(operational  and 
administrative)  but 
no  build 

-10.3% 

-41.3% 

Rejected 

4 

No  actions  -  allows 
routine  maintenance 
and  armual  minor 
improvements 

Rejected 

»  Based  on  uble  4.5-2  (1:4-30)  and  bar  graph  figure  ES-4  (I:ES-19). 


Peak  Period  Pricing  was  not  considered  since  current  flight  activity  levels  and  over-sched\iling  do  not 
exceed  current  airfield  capacity  Q:3-39). 
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Construction  traffic  during  the  2000-2004  period  will  generate  a  daily  average  of  129  (ES:ES-27) 
tiuck  round  trips  (range  58-580/day).  Routes  lA  and  the  Ted  Williams  Tunnel  will  be  used  as  the 
ma^or  gateways.  Certain  designated  routes  on  State  bi^vrsys  would  "minimize  the  impaa  on  local 
streets"  (I:ES-29). 

Runway  14/ 32  would  be  permitted  to  operate  as  a  unidirectional  runway  with  all  arrivals  and 
departures  occurring  over  Boston  Harbor.  As  a  result  15%  of  total  airport  operations  would  shift 
from  flight  paths  over  communities  to  flight  paths  over  the  water  Q:ES-4).  Upon  completion,  the 
project  will  reduce  imparts  for  the  most  severely  noise-affected  communities  in  East  Boston,  Revere 
and  Windarop  (T:ES-30). 
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SUMMARY  OF  PROJECT  ENVIRONMENTAL  DATA 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  (EOEA  #10458)  looked  at  2  areas: 

•  Addressing  Logan's  deisy  problem 

•  Enhancing  safety 

The  two  plans  will  be  achieved  with  rrmrnd  environmental  impact  Q:ES-5  -  Table  2). 


TABLE  2  -  SUMMARY  OF  DRAFT  EIS/EIR  'S  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  AND  MmCATION 


ISSUE/ 

DKAIT  i:iS/EIR  STATEMENT 

Noise 

L    14/ 32  will  provide  more  equitable  noise  distriburion  and  mitigation 
measures  to  most  affected  communities. 

2.  GDmmunities  at  65  decibels  will  experience  a  noise  increase  of  2%. 
Soundproofing  will  be  provided. 

3.  Proposed  plan  will  not  affect  normal  activity  or  aesthetic  value  of  a  public 
park,  refuge  or  historic  sites. 

4.  The  Taxiway  system  will  reduce  ground  noise. 

Air  Quality/ Odors 

1.  Air  quality  will  improve  due  to  14/ 32  added  shorter  delay  periods,  and  the 
Taxiway  system 

2.  Ambient  levels  of  Carbon  Monoxide,  Nitrogen  Dioxide,  and  volatile 
Orgamc  Compoimds  are  expected  to  be  well  withm  the  au-  quality 
standards  and  are  below  of  all  considered  alternatives. 

Terrestrial 
Vegetation  and 
Wildlife  Habitat 

The  mrcfrsy  and  taxiw;;y  constructions  will  result  in  the  total  loss  of  39.4  acres 
of  vegetation,  leaving  behind  a  total  of  440  acres.  See  also  Table  5.4-1  Q:5-60) 
for  a  list  of  avian  species  within  the  Logan  airfield. 

Endangered  and 
Threatened  Species 
of  Flora  and-Fauna 

The  construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  between  runwsys  4L/22R  and 
4R/22L  will  result  in  loss  of  upland  sandpiper  (Bartramia  longicauda)  habiut. 
A  plan  with  the  Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and  Endangered  Species 
Program  (NHESP)  will  mitigate  this  impact. 

Soils 

The  reportable  concentrations  of  Si  and  S2  soil  categories  were  exceeded  in 
some  of  the  soil  samples  for  arsenic,  lead,  and  two  polynudear  aromatic 
hydrocarbon  compounds  (1:5-71  and  Table  5.6-1  - 1:5-72) 

Water  Quality 

Class  SB  water  quality  standards  are  being  met  under  average  conditions 
(Table  5.5-1  - 1:5-66). 

Wedands 

No  federal  or  state  wetlands  occur  within  the  airfield  study  area  (1:5-58). 

Construction 
Impaa 

The  construction-related  work  will  be  alleviated  through  "initiarives  to  limit 
traffic,  noise,  and  air  quality  impacts  in  surrounding  communities." 
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RESPONSE  NOTES 


There  are  legitimate  questions  to  be  reckoned  with  as  they  pertain  to  nearby  communities' 
expectations.  Any  Logan  improvement  should  be  done  in  a  sensible  manner  that  will  not 
compromise  the  environment,  impaa  further  on  our  health,  irreparabfy-  disrupt  our  lifestyles,  or 
detraa  from  our  property  values.  The  submitted  report  contains  numerous  deficiencies  that  fail  to 
compare  the  benefits  of  alleviating  ddays  and  ^tfn'ng  airline  costs  to  the  true  environmental,  social, 
economic,  and  medical  costs  of  the  selected  scenarios.  This  report  wei^  environmental  and 
medical  impacts  as  compared  to  (Msy  impact. 

•   Noise  Pollution  Impact 

1 .  One  of  the  most  fi-equent  complaints  of  local  communities'  residents  is  noise.  The  FAA's 
threshold  of  65  decibels  does  not  accurately  assess  how  mai^  people  are  disturbed  by 
aircraft  noise.  The  National  Resources  Defense  Council  (NRDQ  confirmed  that  Denver 
International  Airport,  despite  the  relatively  few  people  living  within  its  65  decibel  noise 
contour,  receives  the  highest  number  of  monthfy^  noise  complaints  from  outside  this  area'. 
Noise  can  cause  serious  health  problems.  It  acts  as  a  biological  stressor  by  eliciting  a 
response  from  the  brain's  reticular  activation  system  that  prepares  the  body  for  "fight  or 
flight".  Neural  impulses  then  travel  throu^out  the  central  nervous  system  and  influence 
perceptual,  motor,  cognitive,  behavioral,  glandular,  cardiovascular,  and  gastrointestinal 
functions.  Therefore,  noise  is  thought  of  as  a  fTi^br  threat  to  human  health'. 

The  constant  roar  firom  jet  aircraft  can  seriously  affect  the  health  and  psychological  well 
being  of  children,  according  to  a  Cornell  University'  stuify*.  Gary  Evans,  a  professor  of 
design  and  environmental  analysis  in  Cornell's  College  of  Human  Ecology  concluded  that 
there  are  health  problems  resulting  bxxo.  chronic  airport  noise,  including  higfiw  blood 
presstire  and  boosted  levels  of  stress  hormones,  which  may  have  lifelong  effects.  Evans 
contends  also  that  New  York  children  living  near  an  international  airport  tended  to  be  poor 
listeners  and  did  not  read  as  well  as  matched  children  in  quiet  schools.  Mark  Lawrence,  an 
East  Boston  resident,  who  currently  lives  in  Florida,  recalls": 

"I  REMEMBER  being  scared  out  of  a  deep  sleep  as  a  child  as  a  jet  would  pass  over 
my  house  so  close  you  could  see  the  pilot's  face. 

I  REMEMBER  how  each  year  as  a  student  all  ray  teachers  would  have  to  pause 

every  5  or  so  minutes  to  allow  the  screeching  jets  to  pass. 

I  REMEMBER  not  being  able  to  concentrate  in  school  because  of  jet  noise." 

As  many  as  1 15  flights  an  hour  pass  over  communities  north  and  south  of  Logan  Airport.  In 
a  joint  public  meeting  by  Massachusetts  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (MEPA)  and  the 
Federal  EPA,  Elaine  McCrath  of  Chelsea  told  the  board  that,  "Tlie  communities  are 
speaking  with  one  voice  and  telling  you  it's  tmhearahie.  Massport  isn't  telling  you  that"". 

2.  No  remedy  was  given  for  the  structural  damage  due  to  low-flying  aircraft  vibrating  homes, 
school  buildings,  monuments,  and  industrial  infrastructures  within  the  affected  communities. 
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3.   The  following  fligt^t  path  v^p  rhamed  from  the  Rnffnyi  dnhe:  shows  tfae  projected  inyact 
mmpanng  ]997,  and  ?001  vnth  nrwnh^ff  yhf  nny  nnrwy 


One  obvious  problem  with  this  map's  projections  is  that  14/ 32  will  not  be  completed  by 
2u01.  According  to  a  Massport  spokesman,  Jeremy  Croddord,  the  approval  process  alone 
could  take  two  years^.  But  a  less  obvious  issue  revolves  around  the  increased  fleet  capacity 
projected  by  2010.  The  numbere  are  therefore  meaningless  since  those  communities  that  are 
promised  a  relief  for  2001  will  not  see  it  mar^'n'aliV/'  in  time  and  will  be  drowned  by  an 
eventual  increase  in  total  flights  that  supercedes  the  current  level  Furthermore,  if  the  plan  is 
implemented,  there  will  be  a  disproportionate  and  exorbitant  increase  in  flights  over  poorer 
communities  such  as  sections  of  Chelsea,  East  Boston,  Everett,  and  Roxbury.  The  latter  fact 
triggered  U.S.  Representative  Joseph  Moakley  to  aipie  that  the  impact  statement  did  not 
address  the  environmental  effects  of  the  new  runway^  on  minority  and  low-mcome  people  in 
Boston  that  was  required  by  a  1994  executive  order  issued  by  President  Ointon^^. 

4.   The  Harbor  Islands  recreadonal  area  will  suffer  significant  noise  impact. 
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Chemical  Emission/Impact 


Qiermcal  pollutants  emitted  include  oimulaiive  chemicals  generated  by  vehicles  within  the 
airport  area,  such  as  planes  and  transpon  vehicles,  as  well  as  road  traffic  leading  to  and  from  the 
airport. 

1.  Since  the  pollution  emission  predictor  uses  1993  as  a  contrast  item,  an  overcrowded  airport 
year  and  a  peak  year  for  delays,  the  predicted  emission  reductions  for  year  2010  are 
undoubtedly  minimized  to  favor  a  lesser  environmental  impact.  Furthermore,  the  model 
predicts  minor  gains  in  reducing  the  levels  of  pollutants  in  the  environmenL  But,  the 
proposed  action  model  predictor  uses  alternative  1  to  attain  this  anafytical  profile  (IV:Tables 
EIl-l-EIl-4).  StQce  plan  1  was  rejected  in  favor  of  plan  lA,  these  data  do  not  necessarily  fit 
the  report's  final  conclusions  (see  Tables  1  and  3  in  this  report). 

2.  The  additional  combustion  of  gasoline  and  oil  will  increase  the  total  Volatile  Organic 
Compounds  or  P^drocarbons  (VOCs)  in  the  atmosphere.  VOCs  are  considered  to  be 
photochemical  pollutants;  a  concentration  of  3  ppm  can  result  in  0.1  ppm  of  photochemical 
oxidants,  a  class  of  jxjllutants  that  includes  both  hj'drocarbon  and  nitrogen  derivatives. 

3.  The  EPA's  regional  administrator  stated  that "...  the  number  of  passengers  using  the  airport 
is  projected  almost  to  double  current  levels  by  2010"         The  projected  increase  in 
passenger  volume  to  45  million  by  2010  will  have  an  adverse  effea  on  the  local 
transportation  and  air  quality  by  increasing  the  overall  level  of  ozone  in  the  airport  region 
and  on  roads  leading  to  the  airport.  Reducing  ozone  precursors,  which  includes  nitrogen 
oxides  is  necessary  to  help  the  State  attain  the  health  standards  for  ground-level  ozone 
(smog).  Nitrogen  dioxide  (NO^  is  a  pollutant  that  in  concentrations  as  low  as  0.25  ppm  fa- 
one  hour  can  blanket  the  horizon  with  reddish-brownish  haze.  Smog  formation  is  initiated 
by  the  photochemical  decon^sition  of  NOz  to  NO  +  O.  The  resulting  oxygen  atoms  then 
reaa  with  the  more  abundant  spedes  O2  resulting  in  ozone  (O3).  Oxygen  atoms  and  Ozone 
molecqles  are  also  highly  reactive  with  hydrocarbons,  and  a  variety  of  products  are  eventually 
formed,  including  alcohols,  ketones  and  aldehydes.  The  eye  irritation,  which  is  a  familiar 
feature  of  photochemical  smog,  is  due  to  the  presence  of  compounds  such  as  formaldehyde 
and  acrolein.  Both  NO  and  NO2  can  also  reaa  directly  with  unsaturated  hydrocarbons 
resulting  in  Methyl  Nitrate  and  Peroxyacetyi  Nitrate  (PAN),  both  of  which  are  powerful  eye 
irritants^^. 

4.  Local  airport  traffic  will  also  add  to  die  problem  of  Carbon  Monoxide  (CO)  emission.  CO  is 
found  at  normal  levels  between  0.025-1  ppm.  In  major  cities,  it  ranges  from  10-50  ppm. 
CO  reduces  the  ability  of  the  blood  to  transport  oxygen  though  the  body.  The  resulting 
strain  on  the  heart  and  lungs  can  be  fatal  CO  can  also  cause  dizziness,  blurred  vision,  and 
distorted  perception  of  time. 

5.  Sulfur  Oxides,  which  occur  chiefly  as  Sulfur  Dioxide,  Sulfur  Trioxides,  Sulfurous  and 
Sulfunc  Adds,  can  damage  vegetation,  fabrics,  metals,  and  ecosystems  such  as  lakes  and 
ponds.  Levels  of  0.25  ppm  or  above  cause  irritation  to  human  beings.  Concentradons 
between  0.08  and  0.1  ppm  for  any  length  of  time  are  considered  unhealthy.  It  takes  usually 
about  5  ppm  of  SO2  for  1  hour  to  cause  irritation  to  human  throat  and  lung  tissue,  with 
accompanying  bronchial  constriction.  But  in  individuals  who  suffer  from  chronic  respiratory 
diseases,  a  minor  increase  in  die  concentration  of  SO2  from  0.1  to  0.2  ppm  can  cause  them 
to  start  coughing  and  experience  severe  difficulries  in  breathing^.  SulAir  Dioxide  is  a  heavy 
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nonom  gas  rhay  r^n  vwy  quiddy  combine  wirii  water  tn  form  5>iiliiirous  Add  (H2SO3). 
Also,  Sulfur  dioride  can  absorb  a  photon  of  ligte  and  bect^^  "exdted"  so  that  if  it  collides 
with  an  O2  molecule,  it  forms  sulftir  trioxide  (SO3).  This  is  much  more  toxic  than  SO2  and 
has  much  more  affinity  to  water  molecules  in  the  atmosphere  or  lungs  where  it  forais 
Sulfuric  Add  (H2S04),  a  highly  corrosive  add.  SO2  emissions  were  not  conducted  since, 
according  to  the  draft  report,  airports  are  not  identified  as  significant  sources  of  these 
emissions  Q:6-64). 

6.  In  addition,  Sulfiir  compounds,  Nitrogen  Oxides,  Lead,  and  various  reactive  volatile 
hydrocarbons  can  fonii  other  chemical  complexes  that  are  deleterious  to  all  forais  of  life. 
These  forms  indude  a  barrage  of  toxic  and  synthetic  compounds  whose  effect  on  health 
ranges  from  dear-cut  to  suspidous.  For  example,  NO2  can  combine  with  reactive 
hydrocarbons  to  fomi  a  wide  range  of  pollutants  induding  PAN,  a  major  reactive  pollutant 
Some  of  these  compounds  are  mutagenic  and  lead  to  cancer.  Substances  known  to  be 
cardiovascular  irritants  can  direct^  be  linked  to  empl^rsema,  asthma,  chronic  bronchitis  and 
heart  attacks. 

7.  Suspended  partides  or  particulates  are  tiny  bits  of  matter  (technical  less  than  0.1 
millimeter)  floating  in  the  atmosphere,  such  as  diesd  smoke,  fine  ash,  and  dusL  Partides 
which  are  smaller  than  2.5  thousandths  of  a  millimeter  can  pass  through  the  primary,  non- 
specific immune  defenses  such  as  nose  hair  and  mucous  membranes  and  may  cause  illness. 
Over  a  period  of  years,  these  materials  attack  lung  tissue  and  increase  susceptibility  to  such 
diseases  as  tuberculosis  and  lung  cancer.  And  in  urban  areas,  these  parricubtes  are  believed 
to  be  responsible  for  increased  asthma  attacks,  aggravating  existing  heart  and  lung 
conditions,  lowering  resistance  to  infection,  and  breathing  problems  in  children.  There  is  a 
direct  correlation  between  hig^  particulate  air  pollution  and  risk  of  premature  mortality  from 
heart  and  limg  disease.  The  NRIXD  estimates  that  at  current  levels  of  pollution, 
approximately  64,000  premature  deaths  fiT>m  cardiopulmonary  causes  may  be  attributable  to 
particulate  air  pollution  each  year.  That  represents  6.5%  of  all  cardiopulmonary  deaths, 
which  total  986,000  per  year^. 

8.  Many  suspended  partides  serve  as  niche  sites  for  microorganisms  and  their  spores,  including 
potential  human  pathogens. 

9.  High  concentrations  of  suspended  partides  can  cause  reduced  visibility  caused  by  absorption 
and  scaaering  of  light.  Soiled  dothing  and  soot-covered  buildings  are  other  symptoms  that 
are  all  too  familiar. 

10.  Mbctures  of  atmospheric  pollutants  nay  show  synergistic  interactions,  so  that  more 
aggregate  damage  is  done  by  even  small  amounts  than  otherwise  be  expected.  For  example, 
the  growth  of  pasture  grasses  is  suppressed  more  by  a  mixture  of  SO2  and  NO2  than  by  that 
of  either  alone'. 

11.  Benzene,  dioxin,  toluene,  xylene,  and  formaldehyde  are  known  to  be  toxic  and  carcinogenic 
even  at  minute  concentrations.  None  were  monitored  individually  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
study. 

12.  Overall  health  problems  due  to  noise  and  chemical  pollution  indude  mental  health 
problems,  cardiovascular  disease,  gastrointestinal  disease,  compromised  immune  response, 
pregnancy  and  birth  defects,  learning  disabilities,  respiratory  problems,  and  cancer'. 
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13.  Table  5.6-1  (L5-72)  tpHir?f<^  that  the  reportable  concentradoais  of  SI  and  S2  soil  were  . 
exceeded  in  some  of  the  soil  samples  for  arsenic,  lead,  and  two  polTnuclear  aromatic 
hydrocarbon  compounds  (1:5-71).  Lead  is  known  to  be  toxic  in  trace  amounts.  SI  soil 
category  applies  to  those  soils  where  there  is  a  chance  for  a  high  frequency  and  high  intensity 
of  exposure  to  the  soil  by  children  and  adults.  While  most  of  the  lead  assimilated  comes 
from  food  and  drink,  some  is  inhaled.  The  residence  time  of  lead  in  the  bones  is  78  years, 
whereas  that  of  blood  and  soft  tissue  is  about  30  days*.  Lead  emissions  were  not  assessed  by 
the  draft  report  0:6-64). 

Ultimately,  the  lack  of  sufficient  epidemiological  and  long-term  health  impaa  analysis  due  to 
these  pollutants  on  people  in  affected  communides  is  troubling. 


TABLE  3  -  COMPARISON  OF  DRAFT  EIS/EIR  ESTIMATES  OF  MAJOR  AIR  POLLUTANTS 


Pollutant 

Total  1993 

Predicted 

Predicted 

So  change 

%  change 

Levels  of 

Low-Levels 

Low-Levels 

from  1993 

from  1993 

Baseline 

for2C10(Ak 

for  2:10  (.Ml  1 

Levels  with 

Levels  with 

Kniissions  for 

4/No 

-  All 

No  Action 

Aaion  (/Ml. 

Lo^an 
(k-Vday) 

Action) 

Aaioiis)'-" 

(Ak.4)i 

Carbon  ^ 
Monoxide 

16,043 

14,355 

13,976 

-10.5% 

-12.9% 

Sulfur 
Oxides 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

VOC 

3,666 

2,572 

2,383 

-29.8% 

-35% 

Nitrogen 
Oxides 

5,002 

7,078 

6,919 

+41.5% 

+38.3% 

Particulate 
Matter 

241 

280 

251 

+  16.2% 

+42% 

Lead 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

*  No  daii  ■was  given  for  the  actual  projea  (AIl  1A) 
"t"  Negative  data  indicate  a  decrease  in  pollutant  level  while  positive  data  indicate  an  increase. 


Construction  Impact 

1 .  The  report  claims  no  more  than  0.6%  overall  impaa  on  daily  traffic  due  to  trucking  to  and 
from  the  airport  construction  sites  (l:ES-29).  But  the  use  of  Routes  lA  and  the  Ted 
Williams  Tunnel  will  surely  exceed  that  limit  as  hundreds  of  daily  trucks  enter  and  exit  these 
roads.  Furthermore,  as  to  what  roads  are  these  trucks  ii<n'ng  to  get  to  the  aforementioned 
gatew^,  the  report  purports  that  'certain'  designated  routes  on  state  highwjys  should  be 
used  to  'minimize'  the  unpaa  on  local  streets  Q:ES-29). 

2.  The  draft  report  maintains  that  construction  period  traffic  during  the  2000-2004  period  will 
generate  a  daily  average  of  129  tmck  round  trips  (range  58-580/day).  The  expected  increase 
in  traffic  load  will  go  on  for  years  and  will  add  to  the  already  overiy  congested  roads  that  lead 
to  and  from  the  airport.  This  will  disrupt  the  normal  flow  of  traffic  on  affeaed  roads 
causing  traffic  delays,  increasing  traffic  noise  to  neighboring  communides  as  well  as 
augmenting  the  existing  pollution  and  particulate  dust  problem,  and  contributing  to  road 
erosion  and  structural  damage.  Nighttime  construction  will  also  occur.  Wirjthrop's  Office 
of  the  Board  of  Selectmen  noted  in  a  letter  to  Secretary  Trudy  Coxe,  the  Executive  Officer 
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"f  Fnvi>>pm<^tal  Affairs,  that  'Past  erperience  with  other  Logan  consnnction  projects  has 
demonstrated  their  capadtjr  to  scver^intemqjt  sleep  patterns"  ^17.6). 

•  Endangered  and  Threatened  Species  of  Flora  and  Fauna 

1 .  The  draft  report  mentions  the  loss  of  about  37  acres  of  existing  grassland  Q:ES-5)  which  is 
described  in  a  later  section  as  a  net  loss  of  39.4  acres  of  "mowed  grass"  (I:ES-25),  leaving 
behind  440  acres  of  vegetation.  Of  the  39.4  acres  lost,  28.5  acres  is  due  to  the  taxiway 
improvements,  there  is  a  9%  reduction  in  existing  upland  vegetation. 

2.  The  loss  of  vegetation  will  result  in  loss  of  Upland  Sandpiper 
{Bartnffnia  lan^iiudi)  habitat  due  to  constraction  of  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway  between  runways  4L/22R  and  4R/22L. 
There  is  a  mitigation  plan  with  the  Massachusetts  Natural 
Heritage  and  Endangered  Spedes  Program  (MNHES)  to  save 
the  Upland  Sandpiper.  Michael  Garanca,  Natural  Resource 
Manager  of  the  Massachusetts  National  Guard  stated  that "... 
you  can't  simply  physically)  move  these  birds  and  their  nests 
to  a  different  habitaL""'  Scott  Melvin,  from  MNHES, 
concurred  with  Garanca  that  the  current  bird  pop\ilaiion  and 
its  nests  could  not  be  relocated  but  added  that  another  site  at 
the  Massachusetts  Military  Reservation  (Cape  Coc^  could  serve 
conceptually  be  beneficial  for  the  birds^'. 

•  Delays 

1 .  The  draft  report  chose  1993,  a  year  in  which  flights  peaked  and  Logan  was  overcrowded,  as 
a  base  year  for  statistical  comparisoiL  In  the  short  term  (circa  1999),  29  million  passengers 
were  chosen  to  represent  the  fleet's  annual  passenger  load.  While  for  the  long-term  (circa 
2010  and  beyond),  2  sets  were  selected:  37.5  and  45  million  passengers.  At  each  passenger 
volume  two  fleet  scenarios  were  analyzed,  representing  low  and  high-range  levels  of 
operation  (III: Appendix  E,  pi).  The  benefits  of  Alternative  Actions  1  and  lA  were 
estimated  to  provide  the  greatest  level  of  delay  reduction  with  plan  1  reducing  delays  by 
between  29.3%  and  60.3%  (I:ES-18,  and  1:4-30).  The  draft  report  states  that  "a  comparison 
of  Peak  Period  Pricing  (between  1  and  lA)  under  near-term,  low  fleet  conditions  is  only  2 
percent"  (1:4-30).  Table  4.5-2  shows  that  to  be  true.  But,  given  the  time-Une  for  completing 
the  runway,  1999  is  not  a  realistic  goal  Interestingly,  the  same  table  shows  how  the  'no 
build'  option  3  under  a  high  fleet  scenario  (with  either  low  or  high  passenger  loads)  is  much 
better  at  reducing  delays  than  the  'build'  lA  alternative  (10%  better  for  a  low  passenger  load 
and  6.5%  better  for  a  high  passenger  load  -  see  table  4.5-2, 1:4-30).  The  EPA  predicts  a 
doubling  of  passenger  capacity  by  2010  at  Logan  (n:EPA  Letter  1  dated  Nov.  13,  1995),  and 
Massport  sees  a  35.5%  increase  by  2010  (29  to  45  million  passengers,  ni:Appendix  E,  pl5), 
in  which  case  the  proposed  plan  will  do  litde  to  alleviate  congestion. 

2.  The  Michael  S.  Dukakis  Administration  in  1989  imposed  a  fomi  of  peak  period  pricing 
which  dropped  congestion  dramatically  at  the  airport^,  thus,  putting  doubt  on  the  draft 
report's  contention  that  Peak  Pricing  is  not  helpful. 
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The  US  Dq>artment  of  Transportation  stadsdcs  concurs  •witt  Massport's  data  on  flight 
dehys.  But  according  to  the  FAA  standards  for  calculating  ddaj^s,  Logan  has  onlyr  about  3% 
of  its  flights  de%ed'°.  The  FAA  sensibly  does  not  account  for  ddxys  of  less  than  15 
minutes  or  those  that  end  up  in  flight  cancellation.  But,  even  if  short  delays  are  excessive,  the 
US  Department  of  Transportanon  confirmed  that  delays  are  not  unusual  for  major  airports, 
even  for  state-of-the-arc  facilities  like  Denver's  Centennial  airport,  which  had  29%  of  its 
flights  delayed  last  year". 

Accordir^  to  FAA  data,  the  delay  situation  at  Logan  has  improved  since  1993  and  is 
essentially  in  equilibrium.  Massport's  Aviation  Planning  Direaor,  Betty  Desrosiers,  admitted 
that  delays  have  declined  in  recent  years  as  airport  planners  improved  scheduling  with 
airlines'". 
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CONCLUSIONS 


•  Massport  often  hides  behind  Federal  aviation  rulings  and  ignores  community  pleas  to  provide 
relief  from  daily  disturbances  living  next  to  the  airpwrt  ^:9.1).  Typically,  the  draft:  report  gave 
litde  to  no  serious  attention  to  harmful  noise  and  pollution  impacts  on  the  people  in  local 
communities,  including  residential  neighborhoods,  schools,  parks,  homes  for  the  elderly, 
monuments,  plants,  and  historic  and  cultural  land.  The  proposed  runwsy  would  adversely  affect 
the  noise  and  air  quality  in  surrounding  communities  and  seriously  pnevent  or  hamper  many 
redevelopment  efforts  currently  underway. 

•  The  widespread  broadening  of  flights  over  many  neighborhoods  would  increase  noise  impaa  to 
intolerable  levels.  Studies  indicate  that  noise  affects  one's  ability  to  concentrate  and  can  cause 
sleep  deprivation,  resulting  in  potentially  deleterious  effects  on  health  and  well  being''.  James 
Maas,  professor  of  psychology  at  Cornell  University  and  author  of  "Power  Sleep",  warned  that 
getting  enough  sleep  is  more  important  than  diet,  exercise,  or  any  other  factor  in  increasing 
people's  longevity'2, 

•  The  draft's  conclusions  are  drawn  based  on  data  models  that  fail  to  analyze  true  health  impacts 
or  to  assess  meaningful  noise  measurements.  In  fact,  the  Director  of  the  Environment 
Department  of  the  Gty  of  Boston  stated  that "...  none  of  the  scenarios  presented  can  be 
considered  to  provide  significant  reductions  in  envirorunental  impacts  from  airport  operations. 
In  particular,  the  proposed  runway  14/32,  touted  for  its  unidirectional  over- water 
approach/departure,  is  only  marginally  effective  at  reducing  noise"  (D:!!.!). 

•  The  EPA  Regional  Administrator  stated  that  the  region  is  currently  in  serious  violation  of  the 
National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  for  ozone,  and  that  any  increased  traffic  generated  by 
the  airport  will  make  the  Commonwealth's  job  of  attaining  the  ozone  standard  more  difficult 
01:1).' 

•  While  implemenution  of  Peak  Period  Pricing  was  initially  considered,  the  report  claimed  that 
"no  US  airport  imposes  a  peak  pricing  system",  and  that  "airline  over-scheduling  is  not  a 
significant  contributor  to  delay  under  low  fleet  conditions  or  in  the  current  or  near-term 
environment  at  Logan"  (I:ES-18).  But,  interestingly,  the  same  report  admits  in  a  footnote  that 
both  New  York  and  New  Jersey  Port  Authorities  apply  a  'surcnarge'  to  general  aviation  aircraft 
operating  during  peak  houirs.  Furthermore,  the  Dukakis  administration  in  1989  imposed  a  form 
of  peak  period  pricing  wiiich  dropped  congestion  dramatically  at  the  airport^.  Recently,  the 
Conservation  Law  Fovindation  weighed  in  against  the  runway  plan,  arguing  that  Massport  could 
do  more  to  alleviate  flight  delays  by  creating  cost  disincentives  for  airlines  to  fly  at  peak  times^^. 

•  The  Draft's  attempt  to  'divide  and  conquer'  local  communiues  by  promising  a  balance  in 
overhead  flights  is  ill  advised.  In  fact,  the  new  runway  and  taxiway  will  allow  the  airport  to  grow 
beyond  rational  limits.  Bennet  Heart,  a  spokesperson  from  the  Conservation  Law  Foundation, 
suted  that  "the  (environmental  impaa  statement)  paints  a  fairly  frightening  projection  for 
growth  at  Logan"25.  Growth  of  Logan  will  augment  existing  noise  and  chemical  pollution  levels 
for  nearby  communities.  Most  troubling  is  the  dispropordonate,  biased,  and  significant  increase 
in  air  traffic  over  low-income  and  minority  communities  of  East  Boston,  Chelsea,  Everett,  and 
Roxbury. 
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The  report  often  failed  to  reference  the  appropriate  tables  for  the  graphs  shown.  Given  the 
amount  of  time  we  were  allotced  to  provide  a  response,  we  spend  predoos  time  looking  for  raw 
data  that  were  not  referenced  in  the  shown  graphs  (see  bar  graph  ES-4: 1:ES-19). 

It  is  clear  from  the  dau  that  there  is  no  significant  decrease  in  congestion  or  delays  due  to  the 
proposed  plan  and  that  any  minor  decrease  in  delay  is  invalidated  by  the  immense  social  cost  to 
the  neighboring  communities.  US  Representative  Michael  C^Tuano  vnsefy  stated  that  "if  14/32 
will  not  permanently  reduce  delays,  we  shouldn't  build  it.  The  detrimental  impaa  on  our 
neighborhoods  is  too  greaL  The  burden  of  proof  is  on  Massport  to  explain  -wby  there  is  a  need 
for  14/32  when  it  will  drastically  increase  airplane  noise  in  many  communities  and  doesn't  even 
represent  a  permanent  solution  to  the  problem    Logan  has  reached  its  capacity.  To  obviate 
the  build  option,  a  regional  solution  should  be  adopted.  It  involves  moving  cargo  traffic  to 
regional  airports,  building  a  connector  from  Worcester  Airport  to  MassPike,  working  to  establish 
North/South  rail  link  and  services,  and  implementing  Peak  Period  Pricing.  Long  term  solutions 
should  look  into  planning  and  building  a  regional  airport  with  an  eye  on  the  origin-destination 
demand  (Table  4). 


TABLE  4  -  LOGAN'S  ORIGIN-DESTINATION  DEMAND  BY  REGION 


Rci^ion 

%  of  Logan's  origin-destination 

Vermont 

0.4% 

Maine 

2.8% 

New  Hampshire 

7.4% 

Connecticut 

0.3% 

Rhode  Island 

2.4% 

Massachusetts,  west  of  495 

8.8% 

Massachusetts,  between  Rl  128  and  1-495^ 

28.6% 

Massachusetts,  inside  Rt.  128  excluding  Boston^ 

28.6% 

Massachusetts,  City  of  Boston 

20.6% 

Total 

99.9 

'  AdiptetLfrofn  12-S  and  Executive  Summaiy  Repon;ES-10. 
2  Combined  57.2%  of  Logan's  origin  and  dcstinaiion  passenger  demand  is  drawn  from  tliese  two  regions. 


Massport  purports  the  draft  report  to  be  a  full  disclosure  document  But,  it  leaves  many  details 
out  and  obscures  the  major  issues  that  can  potentially  affea  public  health  which  deserves  full 
public  scrutiny  under  The  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Aa  (MEPA).  As  the  project 
would  significantly  increase  Logan's  airside  capacity,  the  environmental  consequences  would  be 
extraordinary.  Failure  to  see  the  envirorunental  impaa  of  the  build  option  will  condemn 
Hundreds  of  thousands  of  local  residents  to  living  with  deteriorating  medical,  sodal,  and 
environmental  conditions.  These  communities  have  not  been  given  fair  consideration  in  this 
matter. 

Given  Massport's  history  at  keeping  promises^,  its  current  assurance^  that  runway  14/32  will  be 
unidirectional  is  dubious  at  best  Q:ES4).  The  FAA  and  Massport  can  reverse  this  'flight  of 
fancy'  promise  at  any  time  following  runway  completion. 

In  the  final  analysis,  Massport  is  putting  a  price  on  our  heads.  The  Agency  is  gambling  away  the 
public's  health  in  favor  of  alleviating  what  are  mostly  minor  delays.  As  the  level  and  cost  of 
airport  pollution  climbs,  Massport  has  made  no  apologies  and  has  not  addressed  the  long-ienn 
and  cumulative  impact  of  pollutants  on  our  health  and  the  environment  in  a  satisfaaory  manner. 
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Masspott's  argument  regarding  the  "Airside  Improvement  Projea'  is  myopic:  It  concentrates 
more  on  the  economics  of  cutting  aiiiine  cost  and  business  benefits  but  minimizes  the 
tremendous  environmental,  social,  and  medical  costs  it  is  imposing  on  its  neighbors.  The  true 
cost  to  society,  in  other  words,  is  never  measured  properly.  We  respectfully  submit  that  any 
permanent  and  long-term  impaa  damage  visited  on  local  communities  should  not  be  brushed 
aside  in  favor  of  business  'profit'  or  for  alleviating  petty  delays.  And  that  any  money  eannarked 
for  Logan  expansion  would  be  better  spent  on  alleviating  current  levels  of  noise  and  chemical 
pollution  felt  throughout  the  local  commimities. 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  197 
Peter  Alachi 
Private  Citizens:  Clielsea 


Code     Topici  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


197.1 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delay 

1  believe  that  'profit'  rather  than  'delay'  underscores  the 
basis  for  this  expansion. 

The  Airside  Project  analysis  shows  that  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  significantly  reduce  the  growth  In 
;  airside  delays  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  Refer  to 
Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Massport  will 
continue  to  examine  ways  to  make  Logan  Airport  more 
efficient. 

197.2 

Air  Quality 

NAAQS 

EPA  Regional  Administrator  stated  that  the  region  is 

nirrpntlv  in  <5Prinii<i  uinl^tinn  nf  Ihp  Matinnal  Amhiont  Air 

VUI 1  CI  >liy  III  OCI IVJUD  viuiauv/ll  \Jl  (lie  IMailullcll  MlllUIClll  Mil 

Quality  Standards  for  ozone,  and  that  any  increased  traffic 
generated  by  the  airport  will  make  the  Commonwealth's 
job  of  attaining  the  ozone  standard  more  difficult. 

No  alternatives  violate  the  NAAQS.  The  Preferred  Alternative 
shows  better  air  quality  results  than  the  other  alternatives. 

197.3 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

MEPA 

Massport  purports  the  draft  report  to  be  a  full  disclosure 
document.  But,  it  leaves  many  details  out  and  obscures 
the  major  issues  that  can  potentially  affect  public  health 
which  deserves  full  public  scrutiny  under  The 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA). 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that .  .the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this 
project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act. , .".  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 

The  available  public  health  studies  for  communities  adjacent 
to  Logan  Airport  were  reviewed  and  are  presented  in 
Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Public  health 
status  reports  were  available  for  the  City  of  Boston;  however,  : 
comparable  public  health  reports  were  not  available  from  the 
Public  Health  Departments  of  Chelsea,  Revere,  and 
Winthrop.  A  review  of  the  available  information  did  not 
indicate  any  causal  relationship  based  on  proximity  to  the 
airport,  nor  did  it  identify  hearing  loss  as  a  public  health 
concern. 

197.4 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

...communities  that  are  promised  a  relief  for  2001  will  not 
see  it  materialized  in  time  and  will  be  drowned  by  an 
eventual  increase  in  total  flights  that  supercedes  the 
cun-ent  level. 

The  Preferred  Alternative,  and  specifically  unidirectional 
Runway  14/32,  would  not  increase  Logan  Airport's  normal 
airfield  capacity  of  approximately  120  operations  per  hour. 
This  capacity  is  available  at  Logan  Airport  approximately 
80  percent  of  the  time.  Runway  14/32  would  allow 
Logan  Airport  to  maintain  this  capacity  during  periods  of 
strong  northwest  winds  that  now  require  controllers  to  operate 
on  only  one  or  two  runways,  compared  to  the  typical 
three-runway  configurations  used  at  Logan  Airport.  The 
runway  will  not  increase  Logan  Airport's  normal  operating  | 
capacity,  nor  will  it  encourage  or  induce  an  increase  in  aircraft  ^ 
operations. 

Letter  197;  Peter  Alachi 

Private  Citizens;  Chelsea 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


197.5 

Open  Space/ 
Parkland 

Noise 

The  Harbor  Islands  recreational  area  will  suffer  significant 
noise  impact. 

The  Boston  Harbor  Islands,  while  within  the 

No  Action  Alternative  (Alternative  4) 

65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  (dB  DNL)  contour,  will  have  no 

noise  increase  with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Refer  to 

Section  6.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  additional 

discussion  of  parklands  relative  to  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

197.6 

Air  Quality 

Model 

Since  the  pollution  emission  predictor  uses  1993  as  a 
contrast  item,  an  overcrowded  airport  year  and  a  peak 
year  for  delays,  the  predicted  emission  reductions  for  year 
2010  are  undoubtedly  minimized  to  favor  a  lesser 
environmental  impact. 

1 993  was  adopted  as  the  base  year  when  the  Airside 
Improvement  studies  commenced  in  1994.  The  primary 
function  of  the  Base  Year  analysis  is  to  calibrate  the  airfield 
operation  models  and  environmental  impact  models.  The 
benefits  and  impacts  of  the  action  alternatives  (Alternatives  1 , 
1  A,  2  and  3)  are  assessed  by  comparing  these  not  with  the 
base  year,  but  with  Alternative  4,  the  No-Action  Alternative. 
The  planning  scenanos  for  37.5  and  45  million  passengers 
represent  a  range  of  future  activity  at  Logan  Airport  expected 
in  the  2010  to  2020  time  frame. 

197.7 

Air  Quality 

Model 

Benezene,  dioxin,  toluene,  xylene,  and  formaldehyde  are 
Miuwri  icj  uc  luxic  diiu  Laroiriuyciiic  even  di  minuie 
concentrations.  None  were  monitored  individually  in  the 
draft  EIS/EIR  study. 

Current  aircraft-engine  emissions  data  do  not  allow  accurate 
modeling  of  these  pollutants. 

Although  hazardous  air  pollutants  (HAPs)  are  not  specifically 
aauressea,  oeciion  d.o  oi  tne  ouppiementai  Ublb/rfclK 
includes  a  discussion  of  public  health.  Because  VOCs  and 
PMio  emissions  are  lower  with  the  Airside  Project  than 
without  it,  it  can  be  concluded  that  from  these  emissions  will 
also  be  lower  with  the  Airside  Project  Alternatives,  when 
compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

197.8 

Air  Quality 

Model 

Lead  emissions  were  not  assessed  by  the  draft  report 

(1:6-64). 

Lead,  in  general,  is  not  associated  with  airport-related 
emissions. 

197.9 

Delay 

Model 

The  EPA  predicts  a  doubling  of  passenger  capacity  by 
2010  at  Logan...  and  Massport  sees  a  35.5%  increase  by 
2010  (29  to  45  million  passengers...),  in  which  case  the 
proposed  plan  will  do  little  to  alleviate  congestion. 

Based  on  simulation  modeling,  Logan  Airport  experienced 
120,000  hours  of  runway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions 
are  taken,  runway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as  high 
as  333,000  hours  under  a  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  produces  immediate  and  long-term 
benefits  by  lowering  runway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had 
been  in  place  in  1 998,  and  by  as  much  as  94,000  hours  in  the 
future  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  Because  of  the  impact  of 
the  regional  alternatives,  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario  is  not 
expected  to  be  achieved  until  201 5.  The  sooner  airside 
efficiencies  are  implemented;  the  more  benefits  will  accrue 
over  time.  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows  | 
that  delay  reduction  benefits  increase  over  time  as  traffic 
levels  increase. 

Letter  197;  Peter  Alachi 

Private  Citizens;  Chelsea 


Monika  M.  Comeille  LETTER  198 

26  Admiral's  Way 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 
617-261-8459 


March  10,  1999 


The  Honorable  John  Kerry 
United  States  Senator 
One  Bowdoin  Square,  lO'^  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02114 

Dear  Senator  Kerry: 

STOP  14/32 


Please  taJce  notice  that  I  strongly  support  the  residents  who  reside  in  the  vicinity  of 
Massport  in  protest  against  the  proposed  Runway  14/32.  ^ 

^Z^o^sUrZ^^  r  ^~phic  consequences 

region,  of  rh^icTp  ^^^^^^^  '^^P^^e  on  tens  of  thousands  of  residents  throughout  the 

f  ^'^T'  W^^°P      others.  Please  also  conJder  Uie 

impact  on  the  ecology  of  the  surrounding  areas.  At  a  critical  time,  whe^  we " 
consider  long  term  impact  in  an  attempt  to  preserve  not  only  our  genei^tion  but^so  our 
du  dren  s,  the  runway  carries  particular  weight.  We  knowL  the  ec^Sal^^^^^^^ 
will  be  senous  y  affected  everywhere  in  an  enormously  large  region    In  additio^^^^^ 
blow  that  airplane  noise  levels  will  reach  an  all-time,  LlfrableTgh.  T^fn^s^rvels 

adut'  Add  Sirn     "  T'''  P^y^^^^  d^age  to  e^^^^^^ 

adults.  Add  the  proposed  runway,  and  most  certainly  many  more  adults  children  and 
large  vaneties  of  ammal  life  will  be  afferteH  On  t^r,  ^c.u    u       u  ^'^^^^^^ 
-^f^    A    •  L   J  ,•  •  aiiected.  Un  top  of  the  above,  the  entire  reeion  will 

Rl'ut'i^' M*"       ^"■^"'""'"^^  Mating  on  Tramportation  at  Boston  City  Hall  Mr 
familv  Ilfr  ^Jr-J  ™<*V'        Simply  by  not  menuoning  any  such  words  as- 

mat  nis  interest  in  its  entirety  is  purely  economic.  He  used  these  words-  more  iobs 

dSerf  a!^,?  will  be  seriously  affected  if  Runway  14/32  is 

nf  tetter twa^v  *f  ""^  of  alternative  airports,  he  pointed  out  that  the  ^rt  sl^^uld 

ll  tote  of  to^stfl",       M  'IL"  '"S'""^  ^"  "<«  be  Xd  by  the 

ln  7r,vf        u  '°°  P'^'*'  people,  and  nobody  would  visit 

Boston  any  longer.  Hence,  revenue  is  lost.  1  believe  thaVone  has  to  live  under  certl^^ 


Senator  Kerry 


Pg.3 
March  10,1999 

Thank  you  for  your  support  in  this  vital  life  issue  for  our  communities. 


Monika  M.  Comeille 

cc:  Mayor  Thomas  Menino 
Senator  Edward  Kennedy 
President  Senator  Thomas  Birmingham 
State  Representative  Eugene  O 'Flaherty 
Chelsea  City  Council 
Peter  Blute 
John  Silva 
Arthur  Pugsley 


Sincerely  yours, 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  198 
Monika  M.  Corneille 
Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


198.1 


Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

General 
Opposition 

1  ...  1  strongly  support  the  residents  who  reside  in  the  vicinity 
!  of  Massport  in  protest  against  the  proposed  Runway 
1  14/32. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  198:  Monil<a  M.  Corneille 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


John  O'Connor 
April  9,  1999 

Dear  John, 


LETTER  199 


the  negative  i^^  O^aZ^J^^t^'^  '^'^  of  coLabowmg  in  collecting 
Dear  Mark, 

R«;SSt^'S,^^"'»--»ff-o*e.,ectofthe 
good  idea.  I  am  willing  to  coB^rat^ l^  r",?!,  ^        ''"'i^  «  a  very 

noise  and  other  pollution  P^Tw   -u  ^  ^i°8  ftoni 

peoplesttfferet^ojrJS'Sri^LX^ir'*"'^  I^owLlotsof 

four  year.  ago.  iSd  Uved  S  to  ^„  1^  ^f'"* '""^^'^^  ""^  -bout 
Ever  since  I  repatdated.  No^te  93  Thl^  T«  <='^8»<i. 
legislative  bodies,  l^^n  SSte  fJ^^=  b«n  calls  and  wilting  letter,  to' 

the  middlcof  the  night,  o.S?to  ^e^^^S  T"*  "^'^ 
by  runway  33L,  blaTbir  bll^pl  T   T""       ^  ^ected 
take  down  verbkrirTwhrntest  to  t^!^''^"         ' "^^^^  "on't 
control".  I  have  ntade  it  del »  ""^  =°'™='>ts  for  "quality 

we  say  to  them  is  what  ^a^t  so^  ^      ^-"'^  t^'X  -nitor,  b«  what 

we  threathen  them  verbally  i^Z  "'^  T  ^=  ^  ^n^w  that  if 

who  the  f^gers  will  po^trbStetf^  «'"='^,^Wens  one  day, is  ^ 
violem  person,  I  have  been  vSTaZeW      7  '^^  ^ 

-Us.  TT>ey  know  me  by  t^^d  vdf  M^^  "'^ 
way  to  bring  the  grand  childn^Ts^  i^o-J  "  ^^'^  « '""i 

AM  NO  W  FORCED  TO  CWTlffi^  mi  ^1^^°^  HERE  -  I 

I  think  that  for  sure  is  negative  impact 

1  WANT  TO  SEE  THE  GRAND  CHILDREN. 

Lets  bring  these  problems  forth! 
Regards.  Mo.kaCom.„e2^ 


Cc:  Robert  A.  Durand  / 
John  De  Villars 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  199 
Monika  M.  Corneille 
Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Code 

199.1 


Topic  1 


Noise 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Impacts 


[Current  noise  impacts  in  Chelsea  are  unacceptable.] 


Response 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Ratlier,  it  would 
enable  tiie  air  traffic  controllers  to  adfiere  more  closely  to  thie 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenano,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-8  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  199:  Monika  M.  Corneille 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


c 


A 


R 
S 

\' 
B 

C 
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R 

L 

ii 


Louis  P.  DiSano 

43  Breakwater  Drive 

Chelsea,  MA  02 1 50 


617-887-0920 


April  21,  1999 


LETTER  200 


Robert  A.  Durand 

Secretary  of  the  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
1 00  Cambridge  Street  -  Room  2000 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Mr.  De  Villars; 

It  is  with  deep  concern  that  I  write  you  this  letter.  I  am  a  resident  in  Chelsea,  Massachusetts.  The  current  AIR(Airfield  Improvement 
Report)  is  not  in  the  best  interests  of  citizens  living  around  the  city  of  Boston. 

Let  me  first  say  that  I  am  in  favor  of  economic  growth  and  improvement  in  the  Transportation  systems  of  Boston.  I  believe  in  the 
improvement  of  New  England,  The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and  the  communities  in  and  around  Boston.  I  have  lived  in 
Boston  and  it's  surrounding  cities  since  I  came  here  in  1986  to  attend  college.  I  have  settled  in  Admiral's  Hill  in  Chelsea  with  a 
purchase  of  a  Beautiful  Town  House  for  two  years  with  one  major  problem:  Pollution  of  airplanes  landing  and  taking  off  from  Logan 


I  am  continually  disturbed  and  awakened  from  6:00  AM  to  12:30  AM  from  noisy  planes  flying  overhead.  My  house  shakes  most  of 
the  time  and  I  have  a  large  double  pane  picture  window  with  a  huge  crack  across  its  width.  This  is  a  fact.  Anything  that  can  make 
these  disturbances  more  frequent  is  completely  unacceptalbe! 


\.ny  proposal  must  have  the  endorsement  of  the  surrounding  communities.  The  current  Proposal  is  not  adequate  for  the  following 
easons: 


1 .  FAA  rules  and  guidelines  were  not  followed.  ^ 

2.  Current  data  and  studies  were  not  taken  into  consideration 

3.  The  originators  of  the  proposal  either  have  their  own  agenda  or  did  not  'look  outside  the  nine  dots'  and  consider  alternative  ideas 


1.  A  second  major  airport  like:  NY,  LA,  DC,  Dallas,  Houston,  Chicago,  SF/Oakland,  etc....  ^ 

2.  Use  of  Hanscom  Fieid  Airport 

3.  Regional  Rail  Transportation  or  other  Modes  of  Transportation 

This  is  very  important  to  me  as  well  as  my  neighbors.  I  ask  for  your  help  in  making  sure  that  our  well  being  and  safety  are  taken  into 
consideration.  I  believe  the  politicians  (Celluci,  Birmingham,  etc..)  have  been  sold  on  this  idea  by  big  corporations  and  Massport. 
We  need  a  Champion!  Please!  Before  any  more  damage  is  done! 


Airport. 


such  as: 


Very  Truly  Yours; 
Louis  DiSano 


L 

i 


I 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  200 
Louis  P.  DiSano 
Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Code 

200.1 


200.2 


Topic  1  Topic  2 

Environmental  FAA/NEPA 

Review 

Process 


Analysis  Base  year 

Assumptions/ 

methodologies 


Comment 


200.3 


Regional 

Transportation 


Regional 
Airports/Passe 
nger  Rail 


The  current  proposal  is  not  adequate  for  the  following 
reasons:  FAA  rules  and  guidelines  were  not  followed 


Current  data  and  studies  were  not  taken  into 
consideration. 


The  originators  of  the  proposal.. .did  not...  consider 
alternative  ideas  such  as: 

1.  A  second  major  airport... 

2.  Use  of  Hanscom  Field  Airport 

3.  Regional  Rail  Transportation  or  other  Modes  of 
Transportation 


Response 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft 
EIS  to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  This 
document  addresses  FAA  rules  and  guidelines. 

The  projections  of  future  airfield  delays  at  Logan  Airport  are 
not  based  on  analysis  and  modeling  of  delays  which  occured 
dunng  1993.  The  analysis  for  1993  was  included  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  provide  historical  perspective 
to  the  delay  problem  at  Logan  Airport  and  for  use  in 
model  calibration.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes 
delay  and  environmental  analyses  for  1998  to  reflect  current 
conditions  and  to  provide  context  to  the  delay  problem  at 
Logan  Airport.  The  appropriate  comparison  for  assessing 
future  year  conditions  and  the  effectiveness  of  the 
Airside  Project  is  a  companson  of  the  Preferred  Altemative  to 
the  No  Action  Altemative,  not  a  comparison  of  the 
Preferred  Altemative  to  the  base  year. 

Because  the  development  of  a  second  major  airport  would 
require  ten  to  15  years  for  site  selection  and  environmental 
review,  in  addition  to  a  multi-year  construction  penod,  this 
option  is  not  viewed  as  a  solution  to  accommodating  forecast 
demand  over  the  next  20  years.  Hanscom  Field's  potential 
service  area  overlaps  with  the  service  areas  for 
several  airports  that  already  have  the  necessary 
infrastructure  for  commercial  service.  These  airports  are  the 
Hanscom  Field,  T.F.  Green/Providence,  and  Worcester 
Regional,  all  which  have  had  or  are  undergoing  major 
improvements  to  their  terminal  buildings,  other  landside 
facilities  and  airfields. 

A  second  major  airport  is  not  a  solution  to  the  current  delay 
and  congestion  problems  at  Logan  Airport.  The  Proposed 
Project  to  reduce  delay  and  enhance  safety  at  Logan  Airport 
must  be  implemented  in  the  near  term  to  address  current  and 
future  operating  conditions. 

Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DElS/FElR  provides 
discussion  of  the  entire  region  s  air  transportation  system  and 
includes  a  discussion  of  alternative  modes,  specifically, 
high-speed  rail  and  the  extent  of  Massport's  active 
involvement  in  this  area.  Refer  to  response  to  Comments  6.6 
and  6.7. 


Letter  200:  Louis  P.  Disano 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


I 


^^^^^uTcS^^^^.       6  A.M.Sunday.  March  7th,  1999 

Sarretao' of  Environmental  Affkitrs      JohnC.Silva      ""^^'^^^-^47  ,  ^  . 

Attention  MEPA  Office  \a  c   •  J-  D«rosiers 

''"^^^''^'^    LETTER  2M= 

^^„^-„^;*Xl8M  "™  One  Hart«,side  Dnve  ,  Sul  200S 

^  East  Boston,  MA  02128-2909 

Re:  MassPon's  Dn,fi  EIS/E.R  (Ugan  Airside  Improva^em  Placing  P„jec,  rP,o,ec,", 
co.^^SLn;'  """"^ '°  ""^'^  «     --^I-cie.  of  vertal  („,al  &  wri„e„, 

or  .end  ,o  deny.  ,he,r  "Incorrec,"  poin.fal^JJe  T^^-:ZnTXT'"  " ^"^  »■ 
ID  A™bi8„„„s  ,e™  Which  are  co.3,a,  clear  ,o  one  .ide  bu,  unclear,  co^sing.  ,o  .he  o.her. 

Example  of  I  above:: 

Masspons-  predicted  deabeuVnt^s'L^b^^^^^^^  ^  .^^^'^  ^'^  ^--lor  cia.ms  .hat 

get  decbel  readings  >  100.  Masspon  clainL  70  0^01^1^  Theoretical  reality.:  Masspon  opponents  pnvately 
averages.  Maybe  some  readings  S^d  exce^  OOdSs  l^th '"'^'"^r '  ^^^^^^  ^^^PO"  .s  .sing  decibel' 
wthin  their  own  context  but  incorrect  m^lr  opp^^^^^^  "        "''^  '°  ^°  ^^^^^^e  is  70.  Both  sides  correct 

Examples  of  both  ,  and  II  „  above:  A)  unidirection^.  B)  capacty.  C)  quality  of  life. 
A)  Unidirectional  -  (Masspon's  meaning  "over  the  water     Y.t  -    w  • 

b.-d,rect,onalit>,  i.e..,he  aviation  version  ofThL Us  ^Jnl     "'"'^'^^^'^"^  f  ''^■'''^y    its  ine.table  collateral 
except  for  NASA  space  probes  But  what  iftroff  ,    ^'  I  '  ''^^      '  '""^t  land  " 

what  lands  on  32  can't  li^ft  off  there^Iirist  do  ro^  'V 
over  land.  ^  °"        or  1 5/33.  That  is  the  source  of  the  increased  flights 

spend  an  ho'fo^nltg  Jsl^dln rh?harboXren1  n''  '^""'^  ^^^"'^'^  ^^^^      ^^^7  and  1 5/33  But       201  1 

deb.l,tat,ng  effects  as  the  densely  popl  e"  ^re^   Th'e':;  'f  "^"^  ' '  ^'  ^''P^"^"" 

1)  homeless,  ^  ^3^0'!  '  7"       ""^^  ^'^'''^^    ^hat  the  population  of  Long  island  ,s 

2)  Substance  abusers        4)  Boston  F^e  De"pT  Training  area  ''^^^  '""^  ^"^^^ 

So  much  for  relative  "quality  of  life" 
B)  Capacity 

I )  FAA  -  200  operations/ hour  ">)  Ma^nnrr  ion 
<As,Hc.,n,en,re.a,lo„„f,he,as,erne™„^^^^^^^^^^^  _ 

'''"*rg°'^f;e,r,trr^^^ 

pcn.e.ual  d,s.p„o„,  •.J^JZ^tZTy"''  '^"^  '        ""-'■•y  oflife  whereas 
Is  ,h,s  a  dicho,o.y.  or  is  ,he,e  a  .ransniona,  zone'  And  if  so.  how  do  yo.  de^  w„h  i,. 

»;ra„T^:::.r:-:.'^H:;ryraCtres\'^ 

Respectfully  submitted.  CJL..J^.- 

Charlie  Feruuson" 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  201 
Charlie  Ferguson 
Soldiers'  Home 
Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

201.1 

Noise 

Runway  Use 

"over  the  water"  only  solves  the  problem  for  densely 
i  populated  areas  off  9/27  and  15/33.  But  spend  an  hour  on 
i  Long  Island  in  the  hartor  when  Logan  is  using  1 5  and  27 
1  and  you  will  experience  the  same  debilitating  effects  as 
]  the  densely  populated  areas. 

The  Boston  Hartior  Islands,  while  within  the 

No  Action  Alternative  (Alternative  4) 

65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  (dB  DNL)  contour,  will  have  no 

noise  increase  with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Refer  to 

Section  6.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  additional 

discussion  of  parklands  relative  to  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Letter  201 :  Charlie  Ferguson,  Soldiers'  Home 
Pnvate  Citizens:  Chelsea 


i 


1 
I 


Re:  Hanscom^^Ban  '  '^'^  '  April.Hlh,  199? 


LETTER  202 


My  ,uaIifica„o„s  fo.  speaking  ,o     above  mied  subject  are: 

p^t^M:^tfo:s^xrr^:i^r- .,ea,f..,ea,. 

landing  ,„  shoa  space  One  of  .hen,  was  m^^.^'^Tl  T'^  f^Wo'V  how  ,o  make  a  forced 

™sod.go..a.e..^ 

walked  n,e  a  few  1 00  yards  down  ,he  „„4  and      J„^e  "      "  ^"'""f/'^S  » .he  wing  s,m,s  and  ,hey 
I  gave  „  Ml  .hronle.  ,he  ,ad  lifted  off  .he  |e, T       « I  wouldn',  ground  loop  The  man  go,  off  .he 
handlers  as  1  rose  A.  600' ,  made  a  U-.um  aTwa^  Jn  m.  w  '      ^  Woon.lav,„;t 

But  I  miscalculated  I  neclertpH  to         r     l       ^  ^ 
which  1  did  shonly  after  .ake-off  ov^fhe  Be^ks;  «  Mv  de  I'"  ' """"         '^^^        ™  "P"  '^1  -"d 
too  dark  .o  land  safely  so  1  divened  ,o  H^scTn,  ^^n?'"  7'°"^  "y  amvXwas 

-,ga„on  l.gh,s  so  ,hey  never  even  knew  .rSo'r^T:;:^gX::ere'*'  '  '  '"^ 

should  o 'v7-<'"~  f^^^^^^  »Wch  don  ,  rc„,re  .he  fi,ll  ™„ways 

conve„,e„,  for  ,l,e,r  owner,opera,ors.  bu,  do  .he.rtusLs  eS^:"  '""^^  -P«"«  f-'*  if  ,ha,  was 

bo,h  Hanscom  and  Log^  SXTefs'TXT'        ^1 """'^  P™""^''  ^  I"''      .he  .raflic  a, 
desp„e  Indus,nal  Park  and  acive  nuliiaryTrilr^^^!''     T"":  6oxboro.  F,  Deven T 

Bollon,  S,erl,„g^  Marlboro,  Grafton,  i<7ZTm<^.:%T:!lX':  "'^1  *  ^"  - 

Even  discountine  the  Hf-rorr,™       j  '  "  ^  Weymouih 

of  .he  field  and  enough  ™way  .o  CdTe  ™!  1^^^^^^^^^^  'ty'  ^-"'"B  S.a..on  ,n  S  Weymou.h  mos. 
■merfere  w„h  Logan  .raflic  How  d,^  mT «  X-        '"  "    ^'aimed  ,ha,  fac^'  ru  d 

arger  and  need  more  maneuvenng  space^fent  ,  '  us^  b"  '""'."'^f  ^"'"'"^  °'  Pl-cIgTown 

Logan  ,ha„  Hanscom.  wh.ch  bears  no  such  '  "8""'  *^      l""-c  «  is  no.  much  close?  ,o 

.~mgr  i:; ;?;r,=:t;~ra:^^^^^^^^^  —      -on  .,h 

"'""=°"'  'O  Logan,  and  1  loop  each  S  &  N  m  the  1 28^495 
<~an.anamTBa;"  Hrw^i  '^rSragTt'fhr^S  "  """'^       *  ^^^^  ^'"'-'dland 

rdTife  ::sVt  ~r;'-  ■  ^  "-^^^^^'^^^z^^r^  :z  be 

Hover.Ct^.crLte:h~:~ 

.unnels  under  .he  runways  for  access  ,„  ,hese  ven  «  ,ub,.  Z      ^  ^^^^^  Would  narrow 

.n.pac,  of  .he  Jumbo  Je,s'  ,f  so  I  believe  .hr"   s^c    ,  ;ace''.oTo^- 1""""  ^  """"^'^ 

require  crossing  'Pace  to  locale  these  ".ubes"  where  no  runways  would 


Conducting  "touch  &  go's"  at  H,n^*  "^^'^gw 


RespectfiiJly. 

Charlie  Ferguson  "  "^^^ 


v 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  202 
Charlie  Ferguson 
Soldiers'  Home 
Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

202.1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

[Massport  should  divert  flights  to]...  Beverly/Danvers, 
TewMac,  Lawrence,  Nashua,  Minuteman  in  Boxboro,  Ft. 
Devens.... 

These  airports  are  equipped  to  handle  only  general  aviation 
activity,  which  represents  5  percent  of  Logan  Airport  activity. 
Most  general  aviation  activity  at  Logan  Airport  is  corporate 
jets  and  the  destination  of  the  passengers  is  downtown 
Boston. 

202.2 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

It  is  claimed  that  [South  Weymouth]  could  interface  with 
Logan  traffic.  How  did  it  manage  when  it  was  an  active 
Naval  Training  Station?  ..or  have  planes  grown  larger  and 
need  more  maneuvering  space?...  Even  so,  it  must  be  a 
mighty  close  call  because  it  is  not  much  closer  to  Logan 
than  Hanscom,  which  bears  no  such  complaint 

Massport  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  development,  operation 
or  use  of  infrastaicture  at  airports  other  than  Logan  Airport, 
Hanscom  Field,  and  Worcester  Regional  Airport  (as  of 
January  15, 2000).  Massport  plays  no  role,  however,  in  the 
decisions  of  private  airlines  regarding  air  service  routes  or 
service  levels.  As  proprietor  of  Logan  Airport,  Massport's 
primary  responsibility  is  to  supply,  operate,  and  maintain 
Logan  Airport's  infrastructure  which  includes  the  runways, 
taxiways,  terminal  buildings,  parking  facilities  and  access 
roads.  As  a  recipient  of  federal  airport  grants,  Massport  must 
adhere  to  grant  covenants  that  require  it  to  operate 
Logan  Airport  in  such  a  way  so  as  to  ensure  access  and 
availability  for  public  use  on  fair  and  reasonable  tenns  and 
without  unjust  discrimination. 

202.3 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

[To  reduce  congestion  t^assport  should  require]...only 
planes  requiring  the  Hanscom  and  Logan  long  runways 
are  allowed  regular  flight  service  at  these  2  Massport 
Fields.  Everyone  else  is  allowed  one  (1)  take-off  and 
landing/day  if  they  wish  to  be  based  at  H/L  but  conduct 
their  business  at  the  respective  alternate  ports. 

Refer  to  response  to  comment  202.1. 

Letter  202:  Charlie  Ferguson,  Soldiers'  Home 
Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


April  11,  1999 
200  Captains  Row 

#101  _ 
Chelsea,   ma.   02150  LETTER  203 

Robert  A.  Durand 

lOo'ca^iSle'st.^""""'""  °'  Environmental  Affairs 

Boston,   MA. 02133 


Dear  Mr.  Durand: 


AirpoJt^'"  ?rt\^i\°as^^^L^^^-..3^L^  expansion  at  .o.an  203.1 
wealthier  communities  like  Lexinatn^    S^^''^!^^^"  ^^^^  °ther. 
Instead  of  building  another  ?^nw?5?;  f^dford,   and  Concord.  . 
be  used.     i  will  not  support ^ny  oolLJ^^f'''  ^^^^^  ^^^^^^ 

wealthier  communities.  ^  Politician  who  panders  to  the 


Sincerely  yours. 


Patricia  Grasso 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  203 
Patricia  Grasso 
Private  Citizens:  Cheisea 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


203.1    :  General 
I  Opposition 


I  am  opposed  to  the  Runway  14/32  expansion  at  Logan  Comment  noted. 
Airport. 


Letter  203:  Patricia  Grasso 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


February  28,  1999 

Secretary  Robert  Durand 
do  MEPA 

100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

RE:      Runway  14/32  EIR  Public  Comment 
Kowalczyk  -  37  Winnisimraet  Chelsea 

Dear  Mr. ; 


LETTER  204 


be  addressed  in  .he  ^^T^I  '  ™  '"^^  foUowmg 

fact  ftat  Chelsea  be^rb^ren  of  '^"^  ^  the 

™c..e...de..o..raLtZr-~St^^^^^^ 

in  U,e  EIR  which  speciHc^  ad"S„Irf  ""^  ^=  "^'""^^         204  2 

noise  attenuation  such  as  soLrf Tin      ^'^    ^  °"  commmuty.  Recommendations  for 
prcvtde  rehef  thouTaltota  of  nv  '  "I  P^''^™  'o 

oppom^tties  to  shtt~n.&"™  '"™^  ^P^""-'        -  -° 

good.  Rules  and  reS  not^Jth^T^Zf  fTssto'kTi:  S     "T'"  ~ 

of  pohaca,  and  economic  compromise.  TTie  E^Se  s  jit^e."  "  ~«  - 

SjiZrau^iS^ntlil^^SIt^ 

noise,  and  a,r  quali,y^f„l^'nr  ^=  ''"J"'^"^-  ^''ti^'-ve  intpacts  such  as  vehicle  traffic 
succumbed  wLk  of  Scri  ""     '^'''-  "'^"""^y  "-ese  quality  of  Ufe  issues  have 
-ntmuing  pubHc  ou^^LTS™!"'      P."'"'^^  fUerbustering.  Today  as  result  of 
Itoly  to  compromise^dln^ m^^^^  ^^^'^^  P*'"'  ^^encies  are  less 

representatives.  Today  an  educ^tll  nS  .  ™«  """'^  Pol'^'^^ly  ^'vvy 

mcreased  accountabihty  fo"ce  ^a  L'cnrf      °™  '"^''^^  '^^^^ 
/  once  sacred  cow  of  best  cngmeering  judgement. 


equally  shared  and  a.5-  proposal  for  a!^Z  ^    -  ^-        °f  "™nmental  burden  ^ 
undalying  theme  orVo^S  W-^  f  '^l  "f"  «»^id=rcd  seriously  Tie 

fa  the  end  it  ™il  be  our  co^uXtL^/ J"''  "f  "^-""S  fc  most  unbiased  of  candidal^  ^d 
based  on  MASSPORT.  and  E^T^^o^lt^^^r  "^'^  "^"^ 

Vou  are  the  aud,ori,y.      are^^^^^^' ^J"  "1;  te  amhority  of  dec.,oa 

ove.eer.Vouv^decide.he™p.,„fthe«,C;^,^:L^=^a^^^^^ 

engmeering  judgement  of  the  values  d>«e  SJh  ""Z  P''^™' 

your  values  ™l,  fall  far  short  of  ^  vd"e  Cteto  can  e^  °"  "fT         °'  "^'^  ^'  ^ 
pnce  of  a  compromised  quality  of  life  We  c^n  f  ?  """^f     "  No  one  can  measure  die 

history  is  any  mdication.^rDlaL  f  ^  of  =nviromnental  equity  \S 

process  when  supporte^,^ytTS«r""^  '  W-v^' 

md^fy  ™u  use  to  lobby  ap^^  prdS  MmTI         *°  ™'  p'"-'^ 

EOEA  to  make  the  mitigation  prooosl  tn^l,,  ^  ™       "P^"-  "-an  to  lobby 

will  be  acceptable  Sepitmg  S™^^  Sr  1"'         ""P™'^  "^''f'     other  plan 
no.  be  tolerated.  If  „e  are  to  Lfer  foXlritZ  T  ""T™ "        "^"^  P°'''*- 
compensated  for  our  burdens  hen:  and  ^w^!^^  (,  f  ""^  S"*^       '«  be 

line  ana  now  with  the  approval  process  for  14/32. 

Consider  your  options  and  know  this  'if  EOEA'<  nnT^H^ii 

current  environmental  burdens  borne  bvPh^H;  '"''"f  y^^Pronused  understanding  of  die 
assured  lie  our  forefadiers  Zo^lt^t^'Z^l      ^^SSPORT's  economic  gL  dien  rest 
Residents  of  Chelsea  will  do  Uie  ^To^  ^^0^11^17^  """" "  ^= 

TTiank  you  agam  for  your  tune  and  underst^dmg  of  our  matters. 

Y^ry  truly  >'our^ 


-Joseph  S.  Ko^czyk^P.E. 
37  Winnisimmet  Street 

Unit  3L- Owner  &  Resident 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 


cc: 


Kston  G  f*™^^"^  5"'''  P'-dent 

JeC  Buc?^?' V'^""  '  C"*"  Crty  Councilor 
Mendian  Wharf  Condommium  Associauon 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Punning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  204 
Joseph  S.  Kowalczyk 
Private  Citizens:  Clielsea 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

204.1 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan 

...The  volume  of  additional  traffic  generated  by  the  airport 
expansion  should  be  specilically  quantified  and  impacts 
on  local  traffic  patterns  should  account  for  the  fact  that 
Chelsea  bears  the  burden  of  the  economic  and  time 
saving  most  commercial  operations  use  in  detemiining 
routing. 

The  Airside  Project  does  not  result  in  additional  demand  for 
ground  access  sen/ices.  Refer  to  the  Logan  Airport  1994/95 
GE/R  which  includes  Massport's  Ground  Access 
Management  Plan,  targeted  HOV  shares,  forecasted  \ 
Vehicle  Miles  Traveled,  and  trips  by  mode  for  the  37.5  million  \ 
and  45  million  passenger  levels  that  were  studied  in  the  j 
Airside  Project  analysis.  The  Logar)  Airport  1999 
Environmental  Planning  and  Status  Report  (previously  GEIR) 
provides  a  status  report  on  Massport's  ground  access 
initiatives  and  HOV  ridership  for  1999. 

204.2 

Noise 

Mitigation 

Tangible  mitigation  of  noise  must  be  included  in  the  EIR 
which  specifically  addresses  the  impact  to  our  community. 

To  the  extent  that  federal  regulations  permit  and  that  funding 
is  available,  the  proposed  sound  insulation  program  will 
include:  (i)  not  only  all  residences  that  fall  within  the 
Preferred  Alternative's  65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  contour  \ 
when  compared  to  the  Airside  Project's  No  Action 
Alternative's  65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  contour,  but  also 
(ii)  Massport  and  the  FAA  will  continue  to  sound  insulate  and 
worl<  to  complete  the  current  2-year  sound  insulation  program  \ 
as  presented  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR.  For  the 
eligible  residences,  the  FAA  will  fund  building  code  upgrades,  i 
to  the  extent  necessary,  to  implement  sound  insulation 
improvements. 

204.3 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

Chelsea  has  no  other  option  than  to  lobby  EOEA  to  make 
the  mitigation  proposals  an  integral  part  of  the  project 
approval  itself....  If  we  are  to  suffer  for  the  greater  Boston 
Regional  common  good  then  let  us  be  compensated  for 
our  burdens  here  and  now  with  the  approval  process  for 
[Runway]  14/32. 

Massport's  mitigation  measures  are  reinforced  through 
compliance  with  M.G.L.  Chapter  30A,  Section  61  and  through  \ 
specific  state  and  federal  certificates  approving  projects  that 
have  mitigation.  The  status  of  the  Section  61  Finding 
commitments  are  tracked  and  reported  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR).  See  also  the  Proposed 
Section  61  Findings  in  Section  8.7  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Letter  204:  Joseph  S.  Kowalczyl< 

Private  Citizens;  Chelsea 


Fd,™^  28, 1999  LETTER  205 

Robert  A.  Durand 

?0^H°?'  f Of  Eavironmoital  Affairs 
1 00  Cambndge  Street  -  Room  2000 

Boston,  MA  02202 

H£:      Runway  14/32  Expansion  Plans 
Dear  Mr.  Seactaiy. 

f=Uo™gbe.ddr««dprior.o=nycXtptff^^^ 

Sd'Ceri:^,;^s:'/iL;rs^s  205.1 

*    ^S^^^SBS^^^-  205.2 
SSSSSS—  205.3 

=qu.tab,e  sharing  of  ^c^o^'SS^C^:^:^'"''™  """^ 
Tl»k  you        f„       ^      undi^taading  of  o«r  manas. 


^mmsimmet  Street 
Unit  3L  -  Owner  &  Resident 
Clielsea,  MA  02150 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  205 
Joseph  S.  Kowaiczyk 
Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

205.1 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan 

...Thie  volume  of  additional  traffic  generated  by  the  airport 
expansion  should  be  specifically  quantified  and  impacts 
on  local  traffic  patterns  should  account  for  the  fact  that 
Chelsea  bears  the  burden  of  the  economic  and  time 
savings  most  commercial  operators  use  in  determining 
routing. 

The  Airside  Project  does  not  result  in  additional  demand  for 
ground  access  services.  Refer  to  the  Logan  Airport  1994/95 
GE/R  which  includes  Massport's  Ground  Access 
Management  Plan,  targeted  HOV  shares,  forecasted 
Vehicle  Miles  Traveled,  and  trips  by  mode  for  the  37.5  million 
and  45  million  passenger  levels  that  were  studied  in  the 
Airside  Project  analysis.  The  Logan  Airport  1999 
Environmental  Planning  and  Status  Report  (previously  GEIR) 
provides  a  status  report  on  Massport's  ground  access 
initiatives  and  HOV  ridership  for  1 999. 

205.2 

Noise 

Mitigation 

Tangible  mitigation  of  noise  must  be  included  in  the  EIR 
which  specifically  addresses  the  impact  to  our  community. 
Recommendations  for  noise  attenuation  such  as  sound 
proofing  windows  are  necessary  even  without  the 
expansion. 

To  the  extent  that  federal  regulations  penmit  and  that  funding 
is  available,  the  proposed  sound  insulation  program  will 
include:  (i)  not  only  all  residences  that  fall  within  the 
Preferred  Alternative's  65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  contour  i 
when  compared  to  the  Airside  Project's 
No  Action  Alternative's  65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level 
contour,  and  also  (ii)  Massport  and  the  FAA  will  continue  to 
sound  insulate  and  work  to  complete  the  current  2-year 
sound  insulation  program  as  presented  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR.  For  the  eligible  residences,  the  FAA  will  fund 
building  code  upgrades,  to  the  extent  necessary,  to 
implement  sound  insulation  improvements. 

Letter  205:  Joseph  S.  Kowaiczyk 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

Regional  Alternative  Airports  -  Boston's  infrastructure  can  no 

Airports  longer  bear  the  burden  of  Logan's  expansion  demands. 

Alternation  studies  completed  by  Massport  have 
I  erroneously  written  off  Hanscom,  Providence,  Worcester, 
and  Manchester  Airports  to  support  business  and  area 
growth  by  distributing  the  environmental  burdens.  An 
"independent  committee"  must  be  assigned  to  developed 
their  own  opinion  of  Massport's  14/32  expansion  using 
professionals  and  experts  other  than  those  now 
"coaching"  Massport's  "findings". 


Response 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft 
EIS  to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the 
FAA's  direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed 
by  the  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and 
three  were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston. 
Under  the  direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the 
SDEIS  Panel  convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at 
least  monthly  with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A 
total  of  12  meetings  were  held.  To  provide  the  appropriate 
background,  the  SDEIS  Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR, 
answers  to  key  letters  written  by  members  of  the  public, 
concerned  agencies  and  public  officials  responding  to  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a  series  of  15  visual  and 
written  presentations  from  the  Project's  technical  consulting 
team  and  other  independent  industry  experts. 

Over  the  last  ten  years,  various  agencies  and  transportation 
planning  organizations  have  conducted  a  number  of  studies 
that  address  regional  transportation  issues.  These  studies 
have  concluded  that  The  Airside  Project  at  Logan  Airport,  the 
expansion  of  the  regional  airports,  and  the  implementation  of 
high-speed  rail  are  all  necessary  for  meeting  the  short-term 
and  long-term  inter-city  travel  needs  of  the  New  England 
region.  These  regional  recommendations  are  in  various 
stages  of  implementation.  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  complete  discussion  of 
regional  transportation  alternatives  to  Logan  Airport  and  steps 
Massport  has  taken  to  foster  increased  use  of  these 
alternatives. 

Massport  has  a  history  of  engaging  in  cooperative  regional 
transportation  planning  and  continues  its  efforts  to  promote 
an  efficient  and  balanced  regional  transportation  system. 
Massport's  most  recent  endeavors  include  its  co-sponsorship 
of  the  Regional  Transportation  Summit  of  New  England 
Governors  in  November  1999,  attendance  at  a  second 
summit  in  December  2000,  and  its  assumption  of  operating 
responsibility  for  the  Worcester  Regional  Airport  in 
January  2000.  Refer  to  Section  2.9  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  Massport's  initiatives  in 
support  regional  transportation  altematives. 


Letter  205:  Joseph  8.  Kowalczyk 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


100  CAPTAIN'S  ROW  CONDOMINIUM  TRUST 
c/o  Lundgren  Manageraent  Group,  Inc. 

121  Captain's  Row  LETTER 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 


April  22,  1999 
Robert  A.  Durand 

Secretary  of  the  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Room  2000 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Re:  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project,  Boston,  MA 
EOEA  #10458 


Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

As  a  trustee  of  the  100  Captain's  Row  Condominium  Trust  of  Admiral's  Hill  in  Chelsea  I 
am  writing  to  voice  the  Msocialion's  opposition  to  Massport'a  "Logan  Airside 
Improvement  Planning  Project." 

The  Draft  EIR/S  contains  many  discrepancies  and  inadequactea  and  falls  to  address  o\ir 
concerns  regarding  the  health  impacts  of  a  new  runway  on  our  neighborhoods.  For  the 
reasons  detailed  below,  and  wc  are  sure  many  more,  we  encourage  you  to  find  this 
document  inadequate  and  respectfully  request  the  FAA  withdraw  support  for  the  project. 

It  has  come  to  our  attention  that  the  new  runway  will  allow  for  a  tripling  of  flights  over 
Chelsea.  Enough  is  enough!  Our  health  is  currently  jeopardized  by  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  vehicles  travelling  over  the  Tobin  Bridge  on  one  side,  airplanes  arrivjag  and 
departing  over  head,  a  salt  pile  on  anolher  side,  oil  lank  and  asphalt  facilities  on  our 
shores,  and  an  onslaught  of  heavy  truck  trafQc  associated  with  all  of  them.  Wc  can  not 
accept  another  assault  on  the  quality  of  life  in  our  ndghborhood. 

First  and  foremost,  the  method  used  to  measure  the  noise  impact  is  inaccurate.  We  have 
learned  throxigh  numerous  conversations  with  Massport  and  the  FAA  that  the  yearly 
average  noise  level  "predicted"  by  the  integrated  noise  model  has  consistaitly 
imderestimated  the  actual  noise  levels  affecting  Chelsea.  The  real  data,  obtained  by  a 
permanent  noise  monitor  located  on  Admiral's  Hill,  indicates  wc  should  be  eligible  for 
soundproofing  based  on  current  noise  levels!  The  use  of  the  same  model  to  predict  the 
impact  of  the  dramatic  increase  in  flights  over  our  heads  will  surely  the  noise  impacts  on 
our  area.  We  also  feel  that  soundproofing  does  litdc  to  mitigate  the  noise  impact.  Sound 
insulation  does  not  protect  om-  children  when  tiiey  are  playing  in  the  park,  does  not  help 


us  as  wc  try  to  enjoy  a  sea  breeze  through  open  windows  in  the  summertime  and  docs  not 
prevent  us  from  interrupting  conversation  as  we  enjoy  our  pool  area. 


Wc  are  also  disturbed  about  the  DEIR/S'  lack  of  consideration  of  the  Environmental 
Justice  iisuc.  Chelsea  is  a  City  of  iminigraiits -always  has  been  and  always  wiU  be.  We 
believe  it  is  not  coincidence  that  we  have  been  targeted  with  the  bixint  of  the  noise  impact 
of  the  proposal.  But  what  about  the  other  impacts  on  the  low  income,  minority  residents 
of  Chelsea?  Nothing  was  done  in  this  report  to  address  the  Environinental  Justice  issue 
regarding  the  negative  health  impacts  on  us.  In  this  sense  the  document  also  seems 
woefully  inadequate. 

Naturally  we  were  upset  to  leara  that  other  alternatives  such  as  a  thorough  regionalization 
plan  including  ALL  other  t^tiotis  was  not  included.  Additionally,  wc  believe  a  peak- 
hour  pricing  plan  analyzing  the  delay  eflfects  of  80, 90,  and  1 00  operations  per  hour 
should  have  been  considered  because  1 1 5  operations  per  hoar  understates  the  true  benefit 
of  this  alternative.  Why  wasn't  a  second  airport  examined? 

While  Massport  refuses  to  admit  the  Airside  Improvement  Planning  Project  will  expand 
capacity  at  Logan,  Federal  planning  policy  establishes  that  this  project  must  be 
coiisidcrcd  and  evaluated  as  stimulating  growth  in  aircraft  operations.  Nothing  has  been 
done  to  dctezxnine  the  traffic  impacts  associated  with  expected  increases  m  operations 
associated  with  this  proposal.  Chelsea  can  expect  nothing  but  a  dramatic  increase  in 
aupon  related  heavy  truck  activity.  The  effect  of  these  trucks  on  health  is  well 
doctimcnted  by  the  EPA,  ycX  the  Draft  EIR^  does  not  address  the  negative  impacts  of 
more  truck  traf&c  and  congestion  on  Chelsea. 

Chelsea  is  tmdcrgoing  a  modem  day  renaissance.  We  have  had  to  fight  harder  thflp  most 
to  turn  the  City  around.  As  this  proposal  is  being  examined  we  arc  watching  the  value  of 
our  homes  rise.  Wc  have  a  new  school  system  and  a  local  government  committed  to 
undoing  the  past.  Wc  were  recently  honored  as  an  "All  America  City,"  in  recognition  for 
our  ability  to  address  the  problems  confronting  us.  Our  budget  is  balanced  for  the  first 
time,  and  we  are  investing  millions  in  oiu  infrastructure  in  order  to  move  forward  into  the 
next  century.  The  proposed  expansion  of  Logan  Airport  is  the  single  largest  threat  we 
face.  If  this  runway  is  built,  years  of  hard  work  could  be  undone  in  an  instant 


Sincerely, 


Karen  Brown 
Trustee, 


CC:  Mr.  John  Siiva,  FAA 
Mr.  John  DcVillars,  FPA 


LEEWARD  HEIGHTS  CONDOIVUNIUM  TRUST 
do  Lundgren  Management  Group,  Inc. 

121  Captain's  Row 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 


April  22,  1 999 
Robert  A.  Durand 

Secretary  of  the  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Room  2000 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Re:  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project,  Boston,  MA 
EOEA  #10458 


Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

As  a  trustee  of  the  Leeward  Heights  Condominium  Trust  of  Admirars  Hill  in  Chelsea  I 
am  writing  to  voice  the  association's  opposition  to  Massport's  "Logan  Airside 
Improvement  Planning  Project." 

The  Draft  EIR/S  contains  many  discrepancies  and  inadequacies  and  fails  to  address  our 
concerns  regarding  the  health  impacts  of  a  new  runway  on  our  neighborhoods.  For  the 
reasons  detailed  below,  and  we  are  sure  many  more,  we  encourage  you  to  find  this 
document  inadequate  and  respectfully  request  tlie  FAA  withdraw  support  for  the  project. 

It  has  come  to  our  attention  that  the  new  runway  will  allow  for  a  tripling  of  flights  over 
Chelsea.  Enough  is  enough!  Our  health  is  currently  jeopardized  by  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  vehicles  travelling  over  the  Tobin  Bridge  on  one  side,  airplanes  arriving  and 
departing  over  head,  a  salt  pile  on  another  side,  oil  tank  and  asphalt  facilities  on  our 
shores,  and  an  onslaught  of  heavy  truck  traffic  associated  with  all  of  them.   We  can  not 
accept  another  assault  on  the  quality  of  life  in  our  neighborhood. 

First  and  foremost,  the  method  used  to  measure  the  noise  impact  is  inaccurate.  We  have 
learned  through  numerous  conversations  with  Massport  and  the  FAA  that  the  yearly 
average  noise  level  "predicted"  by  the  integrated  noise  model  has  consistently 
underestimated  the  actual  noise  levels  affecting  Chelsea.  The  real  data,  obtained  by  a 
permanent  noise  monitor  located  on  Admiral's  Hill,  indicates  we  should  be  eligible  for 
soundproofing  based  on  current  noise  levels!  The  use  of  the  same  model  to  predict  the 
impact  of  the  dramatic  increase  in  flights  over  our  heads  will  surely  the  noise  impacts  on 
our  area.  We  also  feel  that  soundproofing  does  little  to  mitigate  the  noise  impact.  Sound 
insulation  does  not  protect  otir  children  when  they  are  playing  in  the  park,  does  not  help 


us  as  we  try  to  enjoy  a  sea  breeze  through  open  windows  in  the  summertime  and  does  not 
prevent  us  from  interrupting  conversation  as  we  enjoy  our  pool  area, 

We  are  also  disturbed  about  the  DEIR/S'  lack  of  consideralion  of  the  Environmental 
Justice  issue.  Chelsea  is  a  City  of  immigrants  -  always  has  been  and  always  will  be.  We 
believe  it  is  not  coincidence  that  we  have  been  targeted  with  the  brunt  of  the  noise  impact 
of  the  proposal.  But  what  about  the  other  impacts  on  the  low  income,  minority  residents 
of  Chelsea?  Nothing  was  done  in  this  report  to  address  the  Environmental  Justice  issue 
regarding  tlie  negative  health  impacts  on  us.  In  this  sense  the  document  also  seems 
woefully  inadequate. 

Naturally  we  were  upset  to  learn  that  other  alternatives  such  as  a  thorough  regional ization 
plan  including  ALL  other  options  was  not  included.  Additionally,  we  believe  a  peak- 
hour  pricing  plan  analyzing  the  delay  effects  of  80,  90,  and  100  operations  per  horn- 
should  have  been  considered  because  115  operations  per  hour  understates  the  true  benefit 
of  this  alternative.   Why  wasn'i  a  second  airport  examined? 

While  Massport  refuses  to  admit  the  Airside  Improvement  Planning  Project  will  expand 
capacity  at  Logan,  Federal  planning  policy  establishes  that  this  project  must  be 
considered  and  evaluated  as  stimulating  growth  in  aircraft  operations.  Nothing  has  been 
done  to  determine  the  traffic  impacts  associated  with  expected  increases  in  operations 
associated  with  this  proposal.  Chelsea  can  expect  nothing  but  a  dramatic  increase  in 
airport  related  heavy  truck  activity.  The  effect  of  these  trucks  on  health  is  well 
documented  by  the  EPA,  yet  the  Draft  EIR/S  does  not  address  the  negative  impacts  of 
more  truck  traffic  and  congestion  on  Chelsea. 

Chelsea  is  undergoing  a  modem  day  renaissance.  We  have  had  to  fight  harder  than  most 
to  turn  the  City  around.  As  this  proposal  is  being  examined  we  are  watching  the  value  of 
our  homes  rise.  We  have  a  new  school  system  and  a  local  government  committed  to 
undoing  t-lie  past.  We  were  recently  honored  as  an  "All  America  City,"  in  recognition  for 
our  ability  to  address  the  problems  confronting  us.  Our  budget  is  balanced  for  the  first 
lime,  and  we  are  investing  millions  in  our  infrastructure  in  order  to  move  forward  into  the 
next  century.  The  proposed  expansion  of  Logan  Airport  is  the  single  largest  threat  we 
face.  If  this  runway  is  built,  years  of  hard  work  could  be  undone  in  an  instant. 


Sincerely, 


CC:  Mr.  John  Silva,  FAA 
Mr.  John  DeVillars,  EPA 


CLIPPER  CONDOMINIUM  TRUST 
do  Lundgren  Management  Group,  Inc. 
121  Captain's  Row 

Chelsea,  MA  02150 


April  22.  1999 
Robert  A.  Durand 

Secretary  of  the  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Room  2000 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Re:  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project,  Boston,  MA 
EOEA  #10458 


Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

As  a  trustee  of  the  Clipper  Condominium  Tnist  of  Admiral's  Hill  in  Chelsea  I  am  writing 
to  voice  the  association's  opposition  to  Massport's  "Logan  Airside  Improvement 
Planning  Project." 

The  Draft  EIR/S  contains  many  discrepancies  and  inadequacies  and  fails  to  address  our 
concerns  regarding  the  health  impacts  of  a  new  runway  on  our  neighborhoods.  For  the 
reasons  detailed  below,  and  we  are  sure  many  more,  we  encourage  you  to  find  this 
document  inadequate  and  respectfiiUy  request  the  FAA  withdraw  support  for  the  project. 

It  has  come  to  our  attention  that  the  new  runway  will  allow  for  a  tripling  of  flights  over 
Chelsea.  Enough  is  enough!  Our  health  is  currently  jeopardized  by  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  vehicles  travelling  over  the  Tobin  Bridge  on  one  side,  airplanes  arriving  and 
departing  over  head,  a  salt  pile  on  another  side,  oil  tank  and  asphalt  facilities  on  our 
shores,  and  an  onslaught  of  heavy  truck  traffic  associated  with  all  of  them.   We  can  not 
accept  another  assault  on  the  quality  of  life  in  our  neighborhood. 

First  and  foremost,  the  method  used  to  measiirc  the  noise  impact  is  inaccurate.  We  have 
learned  through  numerous  conversations  with  Massport  and  the  FAA  that  the  yearly 
average  noise  level  "predicted"  by  the  integrated  noise  model  has  consistently 
underestimated  the  actual  noise  levels  affecting  Chelsea.  The  real  data,  obtained  by  a 
permanent  noise  monitor  located  on  Admiral's  Hill,  indicates  we  should  be  eligible  for 
soundproofing  based  on  current  noise  levels!  The  use  of  the  same  model  to  predict  the 
impact  of  the  dramatic  increase  in  flights  over  our  heads  will  surely  the  noise  impacts  on 
our  area.  We  also  feel  that  soundproofing  does  little  to  mitigate  the  noise  impact.  Sound 
insulation  does  not  protect  our  children  when  they  are  playing  in  the  park,  does  not  help 


us  as  we  try  to  enjoy  a  sea  breeze  through  open  windows  in  the  summertime  and  does 
prevent  us  firom  interrupting  conversation  as  we  enjoy  our  pool  area. 


We  are  also  disturbed  about  the  DEIR/S'  lack  of  consideration  of  the  Environmental 
Justice  issue.  Chelsea  is  a  City  of  immigrants  -  always  has  been  and  always  will  be.  We 
believe  it  is  not  coincidence  that  we  have  been  targeted  with  the  brunt  of  the  noise  impact 
of  the  proposal.  But  what  about  the  other  impacts  on  the  low  income,  minority  residents 
of  Chelsea?  Nothing  was  done  in  this  report  to  address  the  Environmental  Justice  issue 
regarding  the  negative  health  impacts  on  us.  In  this  sense  the  document  also  seems 
woefully  inadequate. 

Naturally  we  were  upset  to  learn  that  other  alternatives  such  as  a  thorough  regionalization 
plan  including  ALL  other  options  was  not  included.  Additionally,  we  believe  a  peak- 
hour  pricing  plan  analyzing  the  delay  effects  of  80,  90,  and  100  operations  per  hour 
should  have  been  considered  because  115  operations  per  hour  understates  the  true  benefit 
of  tJiis  alternative.   Why  wasn't  a  second  airport  examined? 

While  Massport  refuses  to  admit  the  Airside  Improvement  Planning  Project  will  expand 
capacity  at  Logan,  Federal  plaiuiing  policy  establishes  that  this  project  must  be 
considered  and  evaluated  as  stimulating  growth  in  aircraft  operations.  Nothing  has  been 
done  to  determine  the  traffic  impacts  associated  with  expected  increases  in  operations 
associated  with  this  proposal.  Chelsea  can  expect  nothing  but  a  dramatic  increase  in 
airport  related  heavy  truck  activity.  The  effect  of  these  trucks  on  health  is  well 
documented  by  the  EPA,  yet  the  Draft  EIR/S  does  not  address  the  negative  impacts  of 
more  truck  traflTic  and  congestion  on  Chelsea. 

Chelsea  is  undergoing  a  modem  day  renaissance.  We  have  had  to  fight  harder  than  most 
to  turn  the  City  around.  As  this  proposal  is  being  examined  we  are  watching  tlie  value  of 
our  home's  rise.  We  have  a  new  school  system  and  a  local  government  committed  to 
undoing  the  past.  We  were  recently  honored  as  an  "All  America  City,"  in  recognition  for 
our  ability  to  address  the  problems  confronting  us.  Our  budget  is  balanced  for  the  first 
time,  and  we  are  investing  millions  in  our  infrastructure  in  order  to  move  forward  into  the 
next  centur>'.  The  proposed  expansion  of  Logan  Airport  is  the  single  largest  threat  we 
face.  If  this  runway  is  built,  years  of  hard  work  could  be  undone  in  an  instant. 


Sincerely, 


CC;  Mr.  John  Silva,  FAA 
Mr.  Jolm  DeVillars,  EPA 


ADMIRAL'S  WAY  CONDOMINIUM  TRUST 
do  Lundgren  Management  Groap,  Inc. 
121  Captain's  Row 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 


April  22,  1999 
Robert  A.  Durand 

Secretary  of  the  Ex  xrutive  Office  of  EnvironmcnlBl  Affaixs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Room  2000 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Re;  Logan  Airsidc  Improvements  Planning  Project,  Boston,  MA 
EOEA  #10458 


Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

As  a  trustee  of  the  Adrairal's  Way  Condominium  Trust  of  Admiral's  Hill  in  Chelsea  I  am 
writing  to  voice  the  association's  opposition  to  Massport's  "Logan  Airside  Improvement 
Planning  Project." 

The  Draft  EIR/S  contains  many  discrepancies  and  inadequacies  and  fails  to  address  our 
concerns  regarding  the  health  impacts  of  a  new  runway  on  our  neighborhoods.  For  the 
reasons  detailed  below,  and  wc  are  sure  many  more,  we  encourage  you  to  find  this 
document  inadequate  and  respectfully  request  tiie  FAA  "wdthdraw  support  for  the  project. 

It  has  come  to  our  attention  that  the  new  runway  wjU  allow  for  a  tripling  of  flights  over 
Chelsea.  .Enough  is  enough!  Our  health  is  cturcntly  jeopardized  by  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  vehicles  travelling  over  the  Tobin  Bridge  on  one  side,  airplanes  arriving  and 
departing  over  head,  a  salt  pile  on  another  side,  oil  tank  and  asphalt  facilities  on  our 
shores,  and  an  onslaught  of  heavy  truck  traffic  associated  with  all  of  them.  Wc  can  not 
accept  another  assault  oa  the  quality  of  life  in  our  neighborhood. 

First  and  foremost,  the  method  used  lo  measure  the  noise  impact  is  inaccurate.  We  have 
learned  through  numerous  conversations  with  Massport  and  the  FAA  that  the  jj'early 
average  noise  level  "predicted"  by  the  integrated  noise  model  has  consistently 
iindcrestiinatcd  the  actual  noise  levels  aCfecting  Chelsea.  The  real  data,  obtained  by  a 
permanent  noise  monitor  located  on  Admiral's  Hill,  indicates  we  should  be  eligible  for 
soundprooftng  based  on  current  noise  levcb!  The  use  of  the  same  model  to  predict  the 
impact  of  the  dranmiic  increase  in  flights  over  our  heads  will  surely  the  noise  impacts  on 
our  area.  We  also  feel  that  soundproofing  does  litdc  to  mitigate  the  noise  impact.  Sound 
insulation  docs  not  protect  otir  children  when  tliey  are  playing  in  the  park,  does  not  help 


us  as  we  Uy  to  enjoy  a  sea  breeze  through  open  windows  in  the  stimmeitime  and  does  not 
prevent  us  from  Interrupting  conversation  as  we  a^oy  our  pool  area. 

We  are  also  disturbed  about  the  DEIR/S"  lack  of  consideration  of  the  Environmenlal 
Justice  issue.  Chelsea  is  a  City  of  immigrants  -  always  has  been  and  always  will  be.  Wc 
believe  it  is  not  coincidence  that  we  have  been  targeted  with  the  brunt  of  the  noise  impact 
of  the  proposal.  But  what  about  the  other  impacts  on  the  low  income,  minority  residents 
of  Chelsea?  Nothing  was  done  in  litis  report  to  address  Ihc  Environmental  Justice  issue 
regarding  the  negative  healtli  impacts  on  us.  In  this  sense  the  document  also  seems 
woefully  inadequate. 

Naliually  we  were  upset  to  learn  that  other  alternatives  such  as  a  thorough  rcgionalizatioii 
plan  including  ALL  other  options  was  not  included.  Additionally,  we  believe  a  peak- 
hour  pricing  plan  analyzing  the  delay  elTecis  0F8O,  90,  and  100  operations  per  hour 
should  have  been  considered  because  1 15  operations  per  hour  understates  the  true  benefit 
of  this  alternative.  Why  wasn't  a  second  airport  examined? 

While  Massport  refuses  to  admit  the  Airside  Improvcmeai  Planning  Project  will  expand 
capacity  at  Logan,  Federal  planning  policy  establishes  that  this  project  must  be 
considered  and  evaluated  as  stimulating  growth  in  aircraft  operations.  Nothing  has  been 
done  to  determine  the  traffic  impacts  associated  with  expected  increases  in  operations 
associated  with  this  proposal.  Chelsea  can  expect  nothing  but  a  dramatic  increase  in 
airport  related  heavy  truck  activity.  The  effect  of  these  trucks  on  health  is  well 
documented  by  tlie  EPA.  yet  the  Draft  EIR/S  docs  not  address  the  negative  impacts  of 
more  truck  trafTic  and  congestion  on  Chelsea. 

Chelsea  is  undergoing  a  modem  day  renaissance,  Wc  have  had  to  fight  harder  than  most 
to  turn  the  City  around.  As  tliis  proposal  is  being  examined  wc  are  watching  the  value  of 
our  homes  rise.  We  have  a  new  school  system  and  a  local  government  committed  to 
undoing  the  past.  We  were  recently  honored  as  an  "All  America  City,"  in  recognition  for 
our  ability  to  address  the  problems  confronting  us.  Our  budget  is  balanced  for  the  first 
time,  and  wc  are  investing  millions  in  our  infrastructure  in  order  to  move  forward  into  the 
next  century.  The  proposed  expansion  of  Logan  Airport  is  the  single  largest  threat  we 
face.  If  this  runway  is  built,  years  of  hard  work  could  be  undone  in  an  instant. 


Sincerely, 


John  Marsh' 
Trustee, 


CC:  Mr.  JohiTSUva,  FAA 
Mr.  John  DcVillara,  EPA 


BREAKWATER  CONDOMINIUM  TRUST 
do  Lundgren  Management  Group,  Inc. 
121  Captain's  Row 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 


April  22,  1999 
Robert  A.  Durand 

Secretary  of  the  Executive  Office  of  EnvironmentaJ  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Room  2000 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Re:  Logan  Airside  Improveraeats  Planning  Project,  Boston,  MA 
EOEA  #10458 


Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

As  a  trustee  of  the  Breakwater  Condominium  Trust  of  Admiral's  Hill  in  Chelsea  I  am 
writing  to  voice  the  association's  opposition  to  Massport's  "Logan  Airside  Improvement 
Planning  Project." 

The  Draft  EIR/S  contains  many  discrepancies  and  inadequacies  and  fails  to  address  our 
concerns  regarding  the  health  impacts  of  a  new  runway  on  our  neighborhoods.  For  the 
reasons  detailed  below,  and  we  are  sure  many  more,  we  encourage  you  to  find  this 
document  inadequate  and  respectfully  request  the  FAA  withdraw  support  for  the  project. 

It  has  copie  to  our  attention  that  the  new  runway  will  allow  for  a  tripling  of  flights  over 
Chelsea.  Enough  is  enough!  Our  health  is  currently  jeopardized  hy  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  vehicles  travelling  over  the  Tobin  Bridge  on  one  side,  airplanes  arriving  and 
departing  over  head,  a  salt  pile  on  another  side,  oil  tank  and  asphalt  facilities  on  our 
.■chores,  and  an  onslaught  of  heavy  truck  traffic  associated  with  all  of  them.   We  can  not 
accept  another  assault  on  the  quality  of  life  in  our  neighborhood. 

First  and  foremost,  the  method  used  to  measure  the  noise  impact  is  inaccurate.  We  have 
learned  through  numerous  conversations  with  Massport  and  the  FAA  that  the  yearly 
average  noise  level  "predicted"  by  the  integrated  noise  model  has  consistently 
underestimated  the  actual  noise  levels  affecting  Chelsea.  The  real  data,  obtained  by  a 
permanent  noise  monitor  located  on  Admiral's  Hill,  indicates  we  should  be  eligible  for 
soimdproofing  based  on  current  noise  levels!  The  use  of  the  same  model  to  predict  the 
impact  of  the  dramatic  increase  in  flights  over  our  heads  will  surely  the  noise  impacts  on 
our  area.  We  also  feel  that  soundproofing  does  little  to  mitigate  the  noise  impact.  Sound 
insulation  does  not  protect  our  children  when  they  arc  playing  in  the  park,  docs  not  help 


us  as  we  tiy  to  enjoy  a  sea  breeze  through  open  windows  in  the  summertime  and  does  not 
prevent  us  from  interrupting  conversation  as  we  enjoy  our  pool  area. 


We  are  also  disturbed  about  the  DEIR/S'  lack  of  consideration  of  the  Environmental 
Justice  issue.  Chelsea  is  a  City  of  immigrants  -  always  has  been  and  always  will  be.  Wc 
believe  it  is  not  coincidende  that  we  have  been  targeted  with  the  brunt  of  the  noise  impact 
of  the  proposal.  But  what  about  the  other  impacts  on  the  low  income,  minority  residents 
of  Chelsea?  Nothing  was  done  in  this  report  to  address  the  Environmental  Justice  issue 
regarding  the  negative  health  impacts  on  us.  In  this  sense  the  document  also  seems 
woefully  inadequate. 

Naturally  we  were  upset  to  learn  that  other  alternatives  such  as  a  thorough  regionalization 
plan  including  ALL  other  options  was  not  included.  Additionally,  we  believe  a  peak- 
hour  pricing  plan  analyzing  the  delay  effects  of  80,  90,  and  100  operations  per  hour 
should  have  been  considered  because  1 15  operations  per  hour  understates  the  true  benefit 
of  this  alternative.   Why  wasn't  a  second  ziirport  examined? 

While  Massport  refuses  to  admit  the  Airside  Improvement  Planning  Project  will  expand 
capacity  at  Logan,  Federal  planning  policy  establishes  that  this  project  must  be 
considered  and  evaluated  as  stimulating  growth  in  aircraft  operations.  Nothing  has  been 
done  to  determine  the  traffic  impacts  associated  with  expected  increases  in  operations 
associated  with  this  proposal.  Chelsea  can  expect  nothing  but  a  dramatic  increase  in 
airport  related  heavy  truck  activity.  The  effect  of  these  trucks  on  health  is  well 
documented  by  the  EPA,  yet  the  Draft  EIR/S  does  not  address  the  negative  impacts  of 
more  truck  traffic  and  congestion  on  Chelsea. 

Chelsea  is  undergoing  a  modem  day  renaissance.  We  have  had  to  fight  harder  than  most 
to  turn  the  City  around.  As  this  proposal  is  being  examined  we  are  watching  the  value  of 
our  home's  rise.  We  have  a  new  school  system  and  a  local  government  committed  to 
undoing  Ihe  past.  We  were  recently  honored  as  an  "All  America  City,"  iji  recognition  for 
our  ability  to  address  the  problems  confronting  us.  Our  budget  is  balanced  for  the  first 
lime,  and  we  arc  investing  millions  in  our  infrastructure  in  order  to  move  forward  into  the 
next  century.  The  proposed  expansion  of  Logan  Airport  is  the  single  largest  threat  we 
face.  If  this  runway  is  built,  years  of  hard  work  could  be  undone  in  an  instant. 


CC:  Mr.  John  Silva,  FAA 
Mr.  John  DeVillars,  EPA 


100  COMMANDANT'S  WAY  CONDOMINIUM  TRUST 
c/o  Lundgren  Management  Group,  Inc. 
121  Captain's  Ro^v 
Chebea.MA  02150 


April  22,  1999 
Robert  A.  Durand 

Secretary  of  the  Executive  Office  of  Eavironinental  Affairs 
1 00  Cambridge  Street,  Room  2000 
Boston,  Ma  02202 

Re:  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project,  Boston,  MA 
EOEA  #10458 


Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

As  a  trustee  of  the  100  Commandant's  Way  Condomirmim  Trust  of  Admiral's  Hill  in 
Chelsea  1  am  writing  to  voice  the  association's  opposition  to  Massport's  "Logan  Airside 
Improvement  Planning  Project." 

The  Draft  EIR/S  contains  many  discrepancies  and  inadequacies  and  fails  to  address  our 
concerns  regarding  the  health  impacts  of  a  new  runway  on  ow  neighborhoods.  For  the 
reasons  detailed  below,  and  we  arc  sure  many  more,  we  encourage  you  to  find  this 
document  inadequate  and  respectfully  request  the  FAA  withdraw  support  for  the  project. 

It  has  ccfme  to  our  attention  that  the  new  runway  will  allow  for  a  tripling  of  flights  over 
Chelsea.  Enough  is  enough!  Our  health  is  currently  jeopardized  by  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  vehicles  travelling  over  the  Tobin  Bridge  on  one  side,  airplanes  arriving  and 
departing  over  head,  a  salt  pile  on  another  side,  oil  tank  and  asphalt  facilities  on  our 
shores,  and  an  onslaught  of  heavy  truck  traffic  associated  with  all  of  them.  Wc  can  not 
accept  another  assault  on  the  quality  of  life  in  our  neighborhood. 

First  and  foremost,  tlie  method  used  to  measure  the  noise  impact  is  inaccurate.  We  have 
learned  through  numerous  conversations  with  Massport  and  the  FAA  that  the  yearly 
average  noise  level  "predicted"  by  the  integrated  noise  model  has  consistently 
underestimated  tbc  actual  noise  levels  affecting  Chelsea.  The  real  data,  obtained  by  a 
permanent  noise  monitor  located  on  Admiral's  Hill,  indicates  we  should  be  eligible  for 
soundproofing  based  on  current  noise  levels!  The  use  of  the  same  model  to  predict  the 
impact  of  the  dramatic  increase  in  flights  over  our  heads  will  surely  the  noise  impacts  on 
our  area.  Wc  also  feel  that  sotmdproofing  does  little  to  mitigate  the  noise  impact.  Sound 
insulation  docs  not  protect  our  children  when  they  arc  playing  in  tlie  park,  does  not  help 


us  as  we  tiy  to  enjoy  a  sea  breeze  through  open  tuindows  in  the  surnmertime  and  docs  not 
prevent  us  from  interrupting  conversation  as  we  enjoy  our  pool  area. 

We  are  also  disturbed  about  the  DEIR/S'  lack  of  consideration  of  the  Environmental 
Justice  issue.  Chelsea  is  a  City  of  immigrants  -  always  has  been  and  always  will  be.  We 
believe  ii  is  not  coincidence  that  we  have  been  targeted  with  the  brunt  of  the  noise  impact 
of  the  proposal.  But  what  about  the  other  impacts  on  the  low  income,  minority  residents 
of  Chelsea?  Nothing  was  done  in  this  report  to  address  the  Environmental  Justice  issue 
regarding  the  negative  health  impacts  on  us.  In  this  sense  the  document  also  seems 
woefully  inadequate. 

Naturally  we  were  upset  to  leam  that  other  alternatives  such  as  a  thorough  regionalization 
plan  including  ALL  other  options  was  not  included.  Additionally,  we  believe  a  peak- 
hour  pricing  plan  analyzing  the  delay  cflccts  of  80,  90,  and  100  operations  per  hour 
should  have  been  considered  because  115  operations  per  hour  understates  the  tniL*  benefit 
of  this  alternative.  Why  wasn't  a  second  airport  examined? 

While  Masspon  refiises  to  admit  the  Airside  Ixnprovcixicnt  Plarming  Project  will  expand 
capacity  at  Logan,  Federal  planning  policy  establishes  that  tliis  project  must  be 
considered  and  evaluated  as  stimulating  growth  in  aircraft  operations.  Nothing  has  been 
done  to  determine  the  traffic  impacts  associated  with  expected  increases  in  operations 
associated  with  this  proposal.  Chelsea  can  expect  nothing  but  a  dramatic  increase  in 
airport  related  heavy  truck  activity.  The  effect  of  these  trucks  on  health  is  well 
documented  by  the  EPA,  yet  the  Draft  EIR/S  does  not  address  the  negative  impacts  of 
more  truck  traffic  and  congestion  on  Chelsea. 

Chelsea  is  undergoing  a  modern  day  renaissance.  We  have  had  to  fight  harder  than  most 
to  turn  the  City  around.  As  this  proposal  is  being  examined  we  are  watching  the  value  of 
our  homes  rise.  We  have  a  new  school  system  and  a  local  govemmeni  committed  to 
undoing  the  past.  We  were  recently  honored  as  an  "All  America  City,"  in  recognition  for 
our  ability  to  address  the  problems  confironting  us.  Our  budget  is  balanced  for  the  first 
time,  and  we  are  investing  millions  in  our  iafraslnicture  in  order  to  move  forward  into  tlie 
next  century.  The  proposed  expansion  of  Logan  Airport  is  the  single  largest  threat  we 
face.  If  tliis  runway  is  built,  years  of  hard  work  could  bp  -.  ndone  in  an  instant. 


Sincerely, 


Sheila  Cherki 
Trustee, 


CC:  Mr.  John  Silva,  FAA 
Mr.  John  DeVillars.  EPA 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  206 

Lundgren  Management  Group,  Inc. 
Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 

100  Captain's  Row  Condominium  Trust  -  Karen  Brown,  Trustee, 
Leeward  Heights  Condominium  Trust  -  James  Bradley,  Trustee, 
Row  Condominium  Trust  -  Karen  Brown,  Trustee, 

Clipper  Condominium  Trust  -  Jack  Fraser,  Trustee, 
Admiral's  Way  Condominium  Trust  -  John  Marsh,  Trustee, 
Breakwater  Condominium  Trust  -  Richard  Trauth,  Trustee, 
100  Commandant's  Way  Condominium  Trust  -  Sheila  Cherkas,  Trustee 


Code     Topic  1 


206.1 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Topic  2 

MEPA 


Comment 


206.2    ;  Public  Health 


Effects 


....we  encourage  you  to  find  this  document  inadequate 
and  respectively  request  the  FAA  withdraw  support  for  the 
project. 


[The  proposed  project  would  have  adverse  cumulative 
impacts  on  Chelsea.] 


Response 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that  "...the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  suomitted  on  this 
project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act...".  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 


Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-8  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  206:  Lundgren  tvlanagement  Group,  Inc. 
Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

206.3 


Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

Noise  Model  ...the  method  used  to  measure  the  noise  impact  is 

inaccurate.  We  have  learned  through  numerous 
conversations  with  Massport  and  the  FAA  that  the  yearly 
average  noise  level  "predicted"  by  the  integrated  noise 
model  has  consistently  underestimated  the  actual  noise 
levels  affecting  Chelsea.  The  real  data,  obtained  by  a 
pemnanent  noise  monitor  located  on  Admiral's  Hill, 
indicates  we  should  be  eligible  for  soundproofing  based 
on  current  noise  levels! 


206.4 


Environmental 
Justice 


Impacts  Nothing  was  done  in  this  report  to  address  the 

Environmental  Justice  issue  regarding  the  negative  health 
impacts  on  [Chelsea]. 


Response 

Differences  between  measured  and  modeled  sound  levels  have 
been  reported  in  Logan  Airport's  various  GEIRs  and 
Annual  Updates  for  a  number  of  years.  Differences  at  close-in 
locations  were  significantly  reduced  in  1996  through 
modification  of  source  levels  to  better  account  for  over-water 
sound  propagation  and  apparent  use  of  higher  engine  power 
settings  than  are  normally  assumed  in  the  noise  model's 
database  (Refer  to  Appendix  E  of  the  Logan  Airport  1996 
Annual  Update).  In  1 998,  differences  between  measured  and 
modeled  noise  became  even  less  when  Massport  upgraded  its 
monitoring  system  and  began  to  report  noise  caused  only  by 
aircraft  ~  a  metric  directly  comparable  to  the  DNL  exposure 
levels  predicted  by  the  noise  model.  At  sites  having  exposure 
levels  of  60  dB  or  more,  this  improvement  to  the  monitoring 
system  brought  measured  and  modeled  DNL  values  to  within 
0.2  dB  of  each  other.  (Refer  to  Chapter  6  of  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)).  Massport  continues  to 
investigate  possible  causes  for  remaining  differences  (such  as 
from  hill  effects)  and  continues  to  pursue  FAA  approval  of 
noise  model  adjustments  that  would  permit  expansion  of  its 
sound  insulation  program  to  include  the  effects  of  terrain. 
Massport  also  expects  to  extend  eligibility  lines  to  include 
boundaries  that  follow  local  streets  rather  than  strict  noise 
contour  lines.  Nevertheless,  Massport  continues  to  believe  that 
the  FAA's  INM  noise  model  used  in  the  Airside  Project  noise 
analyses  accurately  represents  expected  noise  exposure. 

To  the  extent  that  federal  regulations  permit  and  that  funding 
is  available,  the  proposed  sound  insulation  program  will 
include:  (i)  not  only  all  residences  that  fall  within  the 
Preferred  Alternative's  65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  contour 
when  compared  to  the  Airside  Project's  No  Action 
Alternative's  65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  contour,  but  also 
(ii)  Massport  and  the  FAA  will  continue  to  sound  insulate  and 
work  to  complete  the  current  2-year  sound  insulation  program 
as  presented  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR.  For  the 
eligible  residences,  the  FAA  will  fund  building  code  upgrades, 
to  the  extent  necessary,  to  implement  sound  insulation 
improvements. 

The  environmental  justice  analysis  found  no 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  impacts  to  low-income 
and  minority  populations  from  direct  project  impacts. 

Environmental  and  health  studies  relating  to  the 
City  of  Chelsea  were  reviewed  to  assess  the  potential  for 
other  cumulative  or  multiple  adverse  exposures,  since  the 
increase  in  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  primarily  within 
this  community.  A  review  of  issues  within  Chelsea  indicated  a 
concern  regarding  toxic  discharges  from  industrial  facilities, 
truck  emissions,  and  contamination  of  Chelsea  Creek. 

While  it  is  true  that  sound  insulation  does  not  alleviate  noise 
exposure  outside,  it  is  an  effective  technique  that  has  been 
implemented  effectively,  not  only  at  Logan  Airport,  but  also  at 
numerous  other  airports  throughout  the  United  States. 


Letter  206:  Lundgren  Management  Group,  Inc. 
Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Drar  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

206.5 


Topic  1 

Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Peal<  Period 
Pricing 


Comment 


206.6    '  Public  Health  Effects 


...we  believe  a  peak-fiour  pricing  plan  analyzing  the  delay 
effects  of  80, 90,  and  100  operations  per  hour  should 
have  been  considered  because  1 1 5  operations  per  hour 
understates  the  true  benefit  of  this  alternative.  Why  wasn't 
a  second  airport  examined? 


Nothing  has  been  done  to  determine  the  traffic  impacts 
associated  with  expected  increase  in  operations 
associated  with  this  proposal.  Chelsea  can  expect  nothing 
but  a  dramatic  increase  in  airport  related  heavy  trucl< 
activity.  The  effect  of  these  trucks  on  health  is  well 
documented  by  the  EPA,  yet  the  Draft  EIR/S  does  not 
address  the  negative  impacts  of  more  truck  traffic  and 
congestion  on  Chelsea. 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  analysis  of  PPP  examined  an 
operations  threshold  of  1 10  operations  per  hour,  which  is 
already  below  Logan  Airport's  normal  operating  capacity  of 
120  operations  per  hour.  There  is  no  legitimate  operational 
justification  for  imposing  a  peak  period  surcharge  at  an 
operation  level  significantly  lower  than  Logan  Airport's  normal 
operating  capacity  which  is  achieved  80  percent  of  the  year 
without  any  delays.  Even  at  75  operations  per  hour, 
Logan  Airport  would  be  subject  to  delays  from  northwest  wind 
conditions.  The  Airside  Project  analysis  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  and  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  indicates 
that,  with  the  Preferred  Alternative,  Logan  Airport  can 
accommodate  existing  and  foreseeable  future  levels  of 
demand  without  imposing  a  drastic  administrative  restriction 
to  artificially  revise  Logan  Airport's  existing  capacity. 

Because  the  development  of  a  second  major  airport  would 
require  ten  to  15  years  for  site  selection  and  environmental 
review,  in  addition  to  a  multi-year  construction  period,  this 
option  is  not  viewed  as  a  solution  to  accommodating  forecast 
demand  over  the  next  20  years.  Hanscom  Field's  potential 
service  area  overiaps  with  the  service  areas  for 
several  airports  that  already  have  the  necessary 
infrastructure  for  commercial  sen/ice.  These  airports  are  the 
Hanscom  Field,  T.F.  Green/Providence,  and  Worcester 
Regional,  all  which  have  had  or  are  undergoing  major 
improvements  to  their  terminal  buildings,  other  landside 
facilities  and  airfields. 

Cargo  activity,  which  is  associated  with  tnjck  traffic,  is  not 
expected  to  increase  as  a  result  of  any  of  the  alternatives. 


Letter  206:  Lundgren  Management  Group,  Inc. 
Pnvate  Citizens:  Chelsea 


I 


April   22,  1999 


Secretary  of  Environmental  AffairS;  mepa  Office 
Mr.   Arthur  Pugsley 
100  Cambridge  Street 
2oth  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Re:    EOEA  No.    10458:   Massport  Runway  14/32  Proposal 


Dear  Mr.  Pugsley, 

Attached  are  my  comments  on  Massport's  Joint  EIS/EIR 
on  Runway  14/32,   with  appendices.     I  appreciate  the 
environmental  agencies'   careful  consideration  of  the 
public  and  community  comments  on  this  proposal.  After 
careful  review,    I  urge  either  the  withdrawal  of  the 
plan  or  its  rejection  as  a  proposal  that  is  inconsistent 
with  the  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act,   and  unresponsive  to  the  scoping  directives  of  the 
secretaries  and  to  the  concerns  of  the  public. 


Sincerely . 

Elaine  McGrath 
40  Beacon  St. 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 

Enc:   Comments,   w/7  Appendices 


1 


INTRODUCTION 

Massporfs  Draft  EIS/EIH  on  its  1V32  proposal  is  inconsistent 
"ith  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the  Kational  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (N-EPA).  Furthermore,   it  has  failed  to  respond 
to  specific  scoping  directives  in  the  Letters  and  Certificate 
issued  by  EPA,   MEPA  and  DEP  in  1995. 

NEPA  requires  agencies  to  ta.e  a  hard  loo.  at  the  environmental 
consequences  of  their  proposals,  and  to  conduct  a  detailed 
and   thorough  anaylsis  of  alternatives     and   to  make  this 
information  available  to  the  public.     Massport  has  not 
done  this.     There  are  fatal  flaws  with  its  analyses  of 
impacts,   alternatives  and  environmental   justice.     The  result 
IS     that  this  proposal  gives  the  wrong   impression  of  the 
human,  environmental  impacts  of  its  current  and  proposed 
operations.     The  ground  and  air  impacts  of  its  operations 
are  not  extrememly  limited  or  tolerable  and  Massporfs 
mitigation   is  not  as  effective  as  they  claim.     The  analysis 
systematically  understates   the  noisy,   unhealthful,  dirty 
dangerous  and  ugly  aspects  of  Logan. 

The  proposal  specifically  fails  to  respond  to  directives 
intended  to  uncover  these  impacts,    in  the  scoping  letters 
Of.    secretaries  Coxe  and  DeViUars,   as  well  as  DEP.  Among 
secretary  Coxe's  directives  were:   the  need  for  the  Draft 
EIS/EIR  to  be  sensitive   to  the   issue  of  environmental  justice- 
detailed  analysis  of  noise  impacts;   the  need  to  address 
the     effectiveness  of  alternative  methods  of  achieving 
PRAS  goals  Which  do  not  rely  on  airfield  improvements; 
the  need  for  elaboration  of  the  big  picture  issues  regarding 
mitigation   (Vol.   n,  c,-35,.     Secretary  DeViliars  emphasized 
the  tremendous  impact  on  communities  and  the     region  in 

terms  of  air  qualitv     hr;^ff-;^  ^ 

M  ciiicy,    traffic  and  noise  from  Logan;  the 

significant   increasp-^   -in  r-r.y-^ 

reases   in  cargo  operations,    with  instructions 
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to  assess  the  impact  on  Chelsea,   and,   in  a  related  matter, 
asked   nassport  to  evaluate  major  roadway  intersections 
for  air  quality  violations.     The  EPA  also  recommended  that 
Massport  fully  disclose  impacts  to  the  communities  and 
address  mitigation  options  including  restrictions  on  operations 
(Vol.   II,   Letter  1).     dep  emphasized  parking  issues  in 
Chelsea   (Vol.   II,^Letter  2.3).     Massport     omits  many  of 
these  issues  from  its  analysis,  or  simply  evades  the  inquiry 
(see  Vol.   II.    1-12,2-3  Responses). 


Regarding  the  analysis  contained  in  the  proposal,  there 
are  at  least  3  critical  flaws:   systematic  understatement 
of   impacts,   and  related  to  this,   failure  to  do  a  meaningful 
alternatives  analysis  or  a  sensitive  environmental  justice 
analysis . 


IMPACTS  ANALYSIS 


Massporf s    impacts  analysis   understates    impacts    in   a  number 
of   ways   that   r.ave   the  cumulative  effect   of  systematically 
minimizing   Logan's   impacts   on   the   surrounding  communities: 

-failure   t c    account    for   the  context   and    intensity  of 
growth   in  airport  operations,    both   land   and  air 

-unreliable  modeling  of  impacts 

-inadequate  and   inaccurate  monitoring  of    impacts  and 
of  mitigation 

-failure   to   report  or   ta'Ke   into   account   community  feedback 
-persistent   use  of  data   known   to  be   flawed,    and  unwilling- 
ness  to  correct  mistakes 
-systematic  and   knowing  selection   of   data   so  as   to  minimize 
the  appearance  of  impacts. 

The   impacts   analysis   is  essential    to  understand   how  a  proposal 
will   affect   the   environment  and    the   people   who   live  with 
-•-.e   impacts.      The  context   and    intensity   of   the  impacts 
are  a   first,    crucial   part   of   this   analysis.      Anyone  unfamiliar 
with   the  communities   surrounding   the      airport  would 
be  severely   challenged   to  extract    the   big   picture  from 
this  proposal,    where   information  on   the  communities  is 
buried   in   repeated   PR   for  Massporfs   preferred  alternative, 
'.••"here   is   the   accounting   for   the   environmental   damage  in 
places   like  C^helsea,    East  Boston,    Revere  and  Winthrop: 
the  hundreds  of   thousands  of  passenger  and  cargo  vehicles 
every  day,    tne   community  disruption   of   hours  of  low-level 
landings   and   take-offs   every   day,    ever,    weekend,    all  day, 
and   all   night-     To   read   this   proposal    is   to  wonder  why 
Wmchendon   and   Bedford   and  Concord   were   so   upset   at  the 
prospect  of   an   airport,    since  Massport   asserts   that  overall, 
things  aren'cso  bad   and   they're  getting   better,  because 
of   Stage   3  aircraft. 


In  the  first  place,   as  a  matter  of  common  sense,  Massport's 
assertion  that  noise  exposure  from  current  flyovers  is 
less  and  will  be  less  than  it  was  in  the  peak,  baseline 
year  of  1993,   is  symptomatic  of  the  problem  with  Massport's 
credibility  and  the  quality  of  its  analysis.     In  1993, 
there  were  493,000  operations;    in  1998,   507,000   (  Vol. 
I,    1-9).     Despite  the  increased  number  of  operations.  Mass- 
port  claims  that  the  noise  exposure  is  less  because  of 
increased  use  of  quieter  Stage  3  aircraft   (Vol.    I,  6-9 
amd  passim).     However,   what  they  fail  to  highlight,  but 
what  their  1994/1995  GEIR  states  explicitly,    is  that  Stage 
3  aircraft  are  not  appreciably  quieter  on  landing  and  take- 
off,  the  noisiest  operations  which  are  the  ones  that  affect 
the   surrounding  communities.     Contrary  to  Massport's  disin- 
genuous assertions,   Stage  3  aircraft  do  not  and  cannot 
reduce  the  noise  exposure  of  the  surrounding  communities, 
which  are  bludgeoned  with  the  noise  of  take-offs  and  landings 
Massport     actually  admits  this,    in  a  buried  paragraph  in 
its  noise  analysis,  which  otherwise  invokes  the  Stage  3 
mantra   (Vol.    I,    5-24).     For  operations  to  increase  by  14,000 
will  increase,   not  decrease  noise  exposure. 

Another  common  sense  problem  with  Massport's  impacts  analysis 
is  its  claim  that  routing  14/32  flights  over  the  water 
will  provide  relief.     Massport  states,    in  a  meaningful 
but  too  subtle  way,   that  when  14/32  flights  go  over  land, 
as  they  have  to  inevitably,   they  will  over  fly  over  commun- 
ities now  affected  (Vol.   I,   6-10).     This  means  more  impacts 
on  already  strained  communities,   not  less. 

Another  basic  source  of  understatement  is  more  indirect: 
the  use  of  outdated  PRAS  goals  to  justify  impacts  as  "comm- 
unity-approved".    This  is  misleading  in  the  extreme.  PRAS 
goals  are  repeatedly  invoked  as  a  justification  for  increasing 
impacts  to  certain  neighborhoods,   such  as  Chelsea,   in  an 


attempt  to  achieve  a  "rough  justice"  of  pain,   by  moving 
the  problem  of  impacts  around.     However,    these  goals  were 
developed  in  1982-83   (Vol.   I,   5-17,5-20),   when  airport 
land  and  air  operations  were  a  fraction  of  what  they  are 
now.     Furthermore,   it  is  inappropriate  to  call  them  "comm- 
unity-approved"  in  the  face  of  community  criticism  of  the 
way  they  were  set  and  are  used  by  Passport.     In  1982,  the 
number  of  operations  was  275,000;   in  1998,   it  was  507,000 
(Vol.   I,    1-9)     In  1982,  Massport  handled  503,000,000  lbs  of 
air  cargo  (think  18-wheeler  trucks  in  your  neighborhood ') • 
m  1998,   there  were  970  hm     (Vol.   I,    1-9).     pras  goals 
also  exclude  non-jet  operations   (Vol.   I,   5-18),   and  thereby 
do  not  account  for  all  operations.     In  addition,   the  PRAS 
system  has  no  ability  to  adjust  automatically  to  changes 
in  demand;   whatever  changes  were  made  in  1996's  "enhanced 
PRAS"  to  deal  with  this  skewing  is  unclear  from  this  proposal 
(Vol.    I,  5-20,5-21). 

Whatever  choice  community  residents  were  given  in  the  early 
1980's  regarding  operational  goals  at  Logan,    the  use  of 
outdated  PRAS  goals  when  operations  have  risen  112%  from 
1977-1997   (Vol.    I,    1-9),    is  not  appropriate.      It  is  a  diff- 
erent orderof  magnitude  to  absorb  30  or  40%  of  275,000 
vs.   507,000  operations.     It  is  disingenuous  of  Maslport 
to  invoke  such  outmoded  "community"  goals   in  the  face  of 
the  current  volume  of  its  operations,   and  the  long-standing 
protests  from  communities  that  they  can't  take  any  more 
(see  Vol.   II,   Letter  10).     The  communities  have  been  clear 
that  current  operations  impose  unacceptable  and  destructive 
air  and  noise  pollution  on  residents.     The  PRAS  goals  are 
not  the  community  goals;    the  community  goals     a^^  relief, 
"sufficient  relief"   (a  Massport  concept)   from  the  nuisance 
Of  airport  ground  and  air  operations,   the  right  to  quiet 
enjoyment  of  their  homes.which  is  guaranteed  by  law,  and 
livable  communities.     Those  are  the  community  goals. 
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Any  model  is  only  an  estimate.     In  addition  to  the  above 

problems  with  inputs  to  its  model,  Massporfs  INM  noise 

modelling    has  fallen  short  of  actual  impacts  in  several 

instances.      (See,   e.g.,   failure  to  follow  ROD  Runway  27 

allocation,  which  undersated  65  dB  DNL  contours;  Chelsea 

City  Councillor  Galarneau's  Beacon  St.   monitor  test  at 

70  DN-L  in  1998;   Vol.   I,   5-24).     The  INM,  state-of-the-art 

computer-generated  noise  contour  map  (Vol.   I,  5-3,5-12, 

5-15)   stands  in  the  face  of  experience  to  the  contrary, 

and  the  deficiencies  of  passport's  modelling  are  only  aggravated 

by  its  inadequate  and  amateurish  monitoring. 

In  Chelsea,   for  example,   the  noise  contour  map  asserts 
that  no  one  currently,   or  for  many  years,   has  fallen  within 
the  65dB  cutoff   (App.    1).     The  city  itself  has  protested 
this  as  untrue  (Vol.   Il,   Letter  16).     The  numbers  of  people 
in  Chelsea  who  are  routinely  subject  to  65dB  airplane  noise 
are  well  above  Massporfs  estimates,    in  several  spots: 
the  waterfront  east  of  the  Tobin  Bridge,   Admiral's  Hill, 
Bellingham  Square  and  the  peak  streets  on  the  hills.  Mass- 
port's  modelling  doesn't  reflect  this.      Its  monitoring 
either  doesn't  monitor  thsese  spots  at  all  or  else  understates 
impacts  by  allowing  monitors  to  do  down  without  repairing 
them  for  up  to  2  years   (App.  2). 

When  and  where  monitoring  has  been  done  in  Chelsea,  readings 
are  routinely  in  the  90-100  dB  range  (see  App.   3),  and 
meet  the  70  dKX   standard  for  average  noise  (based  on  readings 
at  Monitor  15  at  Admiral's  Hill,  and  readings  from  temporary 
monitor  on  Beacon  St.   in  1998).     However,   actual  noise 
impacts  are  not  adequately  or  consistently  monitored  at 
some  hot  spots,   again  depressing  the  impact  numbers.  For 
2  years,  Massporfs  noise  monitor  on  Admiral's  Hill  in 
Chelsea  was  down,    including  the  entire  baseline  year  of 
1993   (see  App.   2).     The  same  problem  occurred  for  2  weeks 
during  the  short  period   in  1998  when  Councillor  Galarneau 
had  a  temporary  monitor  on  Beacon  St. 
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Furthermore,   noise  impacts  are  also  understated  because 
monitors  are  not  placed  to  capture  the  full   impacts  of 
Massport's  noise  and  air  pollution  (see  Vol.    II,  31,45). 
Chelsea,   for  example,  has  only  1  noise  monitor,   on  Admiral's 
Hill,  and  1  air  monitoring  station,  at  the  Soldier's  Home 
on  Powderhorn  Hill.     These  hills  are  2  of  the  high  points 
in  the  city,  each  removed  from  the  most  severe  impacts 
of  Massport's  operations.     As  planes  take  off  or  land, 
they  pass  over  the  waterfront  at  altitudes  well  below  300 
feet  and  drop^or  rise  as  they  approach  Admiral's  Hill. 
The  impacts  recorded  on  the  hill  are  less  than  what  the 
waterfront  residents  experience , for  this  reason.     The  18- 
wheeler  blitzkrieg  occurs  outside  the  gated,  truck-exclusion 
Admiral's  Hill  area,   again  on  the  waterfront.     The  air 
and  noise  pollution  from  hundreds  of  18-wheelers  on  their 
way  to  the  airport  via  the  Beacon  Street  off-ramp,  travelling 
through  densely-populated  50-ft.   streets  every  day,  plus 
the  millions  of  passenger  vehicles  to  the  airport  every 
year,   all  travel  through  the  waterfront  area.     This  area 
is  at  the  other  end  of  Chelsea  from  the  Powderhorn  Hill 
monitor.     The  waterfront  hot  spot  is  simply  not  monitored; 
and  Massport   is  allowed  to  claim  that  no  monitoring  means 
no  impacts. 

If  you  fail  to  maintain  monitors  in  working  condition  for 
as  long  as  2  years,   if  you  manipulate  calculated  vs.  measured 
LDN  values  in  your  presentation  of  data   (compare  App.  2 
with  Vol.   1,%^J^\%),   and  if  you  do  not  monitor  noise  hot 
spots,   then  your  statistics  are  all  skewed  so  as  to  minimize 
the  true  extent  of  impacts. 

To  arrive  at  its  numbers,  Massport  has  also  disregarded 
another  source  of  information  that  is  a  reality  check  on 
its  modelling  and  monitoring:   public  feedback.     In  Chelsea, 
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and  in  other  affected  communities,   residents  have  complained 

for  years  that  impacts  have  been  unbearable.     One  flight 

path  tracks  the  street  where  I  live  in  Chelsea:  Beacon 

Street.     Planes  fly  almost  daily,   and  routinely  on  Saturdays 

and  Sundays  starting  at  6  a.m.,   for  hours   (14.5  this  summer 

was  a  record),  often  past  midnight,  and  throughout  the 

night.     They  fly  at  intervals  of  60  seconds  or  less  very 

often,   and  this  is  for  hours.     On  the  Chelsea  waterfront, 

planes  fly  right  above  the  roofs  of  3-story  45-ft  brick 

rowhouses.     A  Massport  official  at  the  Chelsea  City  Council 

meeting  of  March  3,    1999,     stated  that  planes  coming  in 

for  a  landing  over  the  waterfront   (on  15R/33L)   are  at  approximately 

268  feet.     They  are  closer  than  that  to  the  roofs.  The 

screaming,  booming,   thundering  jet  noises  are  painful  and 

profoundly  disruptive  to  normal  life.     It  is  impossible 

to     hear  someone  speaking  to  you  from  3  feet  away.  You 

cannot  hear  conversation,   TV,   music  or  yourself  think; 

this  is  indoors.     It  is  difficult  to  fall  asleep  or  stay 

asleep.     Brick  houses  vibrate.     Bones  vibrate.     All  the 

health  effects  of  extreme  noise  exposure,   and  the  consequences 

of  constant  triggering  of  the  "flight  or  fight"  response 

define  the  quality  of  life  in  the  areas  around  the  airport. 

Chelsea's  waterfront  is  one  of  the  oldest  parts  of  the 

city,   settled  in  the  1600 's.     Many  of  the  rowhouses  were 

built  in  the  1800 's;   the  house  where  I  live  was  built  in 

1865.     These  buildings  were  not  designed  to  withstand  the 

repeated  impacts  of  jumbo  jets  flying  overhead  at  less 

than  300  feet.     The  EPA  goal  of  a  DNL  of  45  dB  inside  a 

home   (Vol.   I,   6-57)   would  be  a  welcome  relief  on  the  waterfront; 

of  course,  Massport  chooses  to  use  the  significantly  higher 

FAA  standard  of  65. 

Massport  officials  know  that  more  people  in  Chelsea  are 
subject  to  much  more  noise  than  their  modelling  captures 
in  the  noise  contour,   or  their  1  monitor  shows.  Massport 


representatives,   including  Peter  Blute  and  Betty  Desrosiers, 
have  conceded  this  as  a  matter  of  public  record  in  Chelsea 
City  Council  meetings  and  at  the  presentation  at  the  Chelsea 
YMCA  on  1/19/99.     But  Massport  has  not  let  information 
get  in  the  wa^   of  their  analysis. 

The  failures  of  Logan's  modelling  and  monitoring  have  been 
raised  for  years  by  many  communities.     They  are  known  to 
Massport  and  the  FAA,   who  do  not  reflect  them  in  this  proposal 
and  did  not  respond  to  them  in  the  "Responses"  to  Comments 
(see,   e.g..   Vol.    II,    10.9,    13,    14.12,    16.6,    31.47,   and  Vol.l, 
6.5).     The  agencies  have  in  fact  denied  any  community  dis- 
ruption  (Vol.    I,   6-5).   Massport  does  not  include  in  its 
proposal   the  persistent  community  protests,   the  noise  complaint 
data  from  its     hotline,   or  present  in  a  coherent  way  its 
own  track  record  of  inaccurate  noise  measurement.  Even 
protests  from  local,    state  and  federal  representatives' 
are  not  used  as  a  check  for  the  numbers  that  Massport  wants 
to  use   (see,   e.g..   Vol.    II,  passim). 

Massporfs  modelling  and  monitoring  fail  to  capture  reality. 
Massport  knows  this.     The  communities  have  presented  evidence 
for  years  that  agreed-upon  flight  paths  are  not  followed, 
that  noise  impacts  are  far  worse  than  the  imaginary  noise 
contour  maps  suggest   (it's  not  unusual  for  the  map  to  draw 
the  contour  line  in  a  place  like  the  middle  of  Chelsea 
Creek),   and  that  monitoring  stations  do  not  fully  capture 
the  real   impacts  of  flyovers  because  of  their  inadequate 
Placement  and  maintenance.     As  community  residents  consistently 
testified  at  the  April  7  and  8  public  hearings,   they  are 
much  more  disturbed  than  Massport  will  admit. 

Despite  the  protests,  none  of  the  communities'  pleas  have 
persuaded  Massport  to  revise  its  noise  contour  map,  until 
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It  was  useful  to  do  so  as  part  of  this  proposal.     In  Chelsea, 
despite  what  Wassport  has  conceded  to  be  understatement 
Of  impacts,   currently  and  for  many  years,   no  one  in  Chelsea 
fell  within  the  65  dB  noise  contour.     Furthermore,  the 
waterfront  area,    including  Beacon  Street,  is  not  on  the 

map  under  the  14/32  proposal   (Vol.   I,   5-3).     This  is  so,  207.10 
even  though  Massport  uses  numbers  of  several  thousands 
of  people  in  Chelsea  in  the  65dB,   up  to  the  75dB  range, 
in  its  hypothetical   1993  baseline  for  the  city. 


Because  of  the  way  that  Massport  conducts  its  community 
relations,   even  complaints  are      .^^^  although  they 

do  provide  another  useful  check  on  Massport 's  numbers. 
The  unwillingness  of  Massport  to  honestly  report  on  impacts 
extends  to  the  operation     of  the  Noise  Complaint  Hotline, 
community  feedback  has  highlighted  the  many  problems  with 
this  hotline:     inadequate  staffing  (from  9-5  weekdays, 
there  is  a  dedicated  number;   nights,   weekeends  and  holidays, 
you  are  transferred  to  operations),   the  line  is  frequently 
busy  or  out     of  commission  (especially  during  blitzkriegs), 
often  hostile  staff  who  argue  with  you  or  fail  to  take 
information  correctly.     My  own  experience  is  that  it  is 
a  discouraging  experience  to  even  register  a  complaint, 
and  that  Massport  makes  it  difficult.     Often,   details  about 
the  duration,   frequency  or  height  of  flyovers  is  omitted 
through  careless  or  intentional  editing  of  complaints. 
Of  course,   this  is  important  information  that  could  be 
used  as  a  check  on  impact  numbers.     Instead,   people  often 
experience  the  complaint  hotline  as   "insult  added  to  injury" 
and  stop  registering  their  complaints.     With  such  hostility 
and  frequent  unavailability  of  the  line,   the  extent  of 
neighborhood  disturbance  isagain  understated.     It  is 
worthwhile  to  remember     that,   as  a  rule  of  thumb,  where 
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1  person  has  the  gumption  to  complain  about  a  disturbance, 

at  least  10  others  have  been  disturbed  but  have  not  complained. 

(See,   for  illustrative  purposes,   App.  4). 

There  are  still  more  sources  of  bad  statistics  and  understatement. 

One  is  the  omission  of  significant  data  through  failure 

to  coordinate  with  other  agencies  with  necessaryexpert ise , 

such  as  the  Department  of  Public  Health,    the  State  Transportation  207.1 1 

Department,   including  public  transportation  gurus  and  highway 

departments,  or  through  failure  to  report  available  information. 

For  example,   in  disregard  of  EPA  and  DEP  directives  (Vol. 

II,   Letters  1,     1 . 1 2  , 1 . 1 5  ,  2  .""s  )  ,  Massport  doesn't  take  into 

specific  account  the  noise  and  air  pollution  caused  by 

through  drivers  to  Logan:    18-wheeler,   Logan  Equipment, 

passengers,   parking  lots.    Cargo  traffic  grew  from  a   igsi  iqw 

o^  498,000,000  lbs  to  a  high  of  974  million  lbs   in  1997 

(Vol.   I,    1-9).     This  moves  at  night  primarily,   on  cargo 

planes  that  fly  between  10  p.m.   and  6  a.m.   They  rumble 

like  air  cargo  planes  do,  when  they  fly  over  at  4  a.m. 

(Vol.   I,    1-10).     Down  at  the  ground,  what  this  means  is 

that  the  Chelsea  and  East  Boston  waterfronts,   and  parts 

of  Charlestown,   the  North  End, etc.  have  become  truck  routes 

for  thousands  of  18-wheeler  long  haul  drivers,    that  run 

all  day  and  nightthrough  densely-populated  residential 

neighborhoods.     These  are  diesel  trucks.     The  air  and  noise 

pollution  from  this  operation,  which  Massport  actively 

encourages,   is  not  monitored.     Readings  by  Massport/Tobin 

Bridge  of  truck  noise  on  the  Beacon  Street  ramp  registeed 

upwards  of  100  dB,   less  than  30  feet  from  residences. 

The  1  air  monitor  in  Chelsea  from  DPH  is  at  Soldier's  Home, 

as  far  away  as  you  can  get  from  the  air  and  ground  traffic 

to  the  airport.     There's  a  concentrated  impact  area.     It's  ?fl719 

not  monitored.     These  impacts  are  not  accounted  for  in 

the  proposal,   and  they  will  only  get  worse  if  Logan's  oper- 
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atxons  are  allowed  to  Increase.     Of  course,  stage  3  aircraft 
won't  help  With  this.     In  addition  to  the  trucks  and  drive- 
through  flyers,   towns  become  parking  lots.     2500.  parking 
spaces  for  employees  and  passengers,   2  car  rental  lots, 
and  an  Official  Airport  Overlay  District  designation  is 
a  lot  Of  presence.     it  should  be  monitored  independently, 
perhaps  with  funding  from  Massport  to  DPH  to  do  an  epidem- 
iology study  (see  Vol.   II,  Letter  45.8,  work  with  DPH  instead 
Of  passing  the  buck     (Vol.   ii,  45.8   ).     DPH  is  underresourced , 

the  environmental  agencies  are  sf-rai„=,;  «• 

ytincies  are  strained  financially.  Residents 

have  requested  additional  monitors  (Vol.   11.   Letters  17  5 
and  45.   8).  and  an  epidemiology  study.     Massport,  which 

has  spent  $3  million  on  PR  and  consultants,   as  well  as  207.13 
budgeting  1200,000  for  an  ad  campaign,   and  which  has  contributed 
$100  million  to  the  Big  Dig,3houldbe  able  to  fund  a  DPH 
assessment  of  health  impacts  in  the  surrounding  communities. 

AS  it  is,  Massport  has  failed  to  provide  information  requested 
in  the  scoping  directives,  or  to  inform  the  public  about 
the  consequences  of  Massport 's  operations,    (see  Vol  11 
Letters  1,   1.12,1.15,2.3).     The  public  has  been  in  the  ' 
position  of  informing  everyone  else  of  the  real  impacts. 

Another  unknown  but     overstated  factor:   the  effectiveness 
Of  Massporfs  mitigation  efforts,  and  the  final  source 
of  understated  impacts  in  this  analysis.  Massporfs 
numbers  are  also  low  because  of  its  incorrect  assumption 
that  Its  mitigation  is  effective.     The  proposal  only  mentions 

test  Of  the  adequacy  of  *assporfs  testing  of  mitigation 
effectivess  (Vol.   i,   5-10),  apparently  of  soundproofing 
Of  single  rooms,   the  most  extreme  soundproofing  done,  in  1984! 

Residents  who  have  undergone  soundproofing  have  complained 
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that  It  IS  ineffective  against  the  planes,   and  that  Massport 
has  failed  to  honor  its  commitments  to  mitigate;   one  speaker 
on  April  7,    1999  compared  it  to  holding  up  a  wet  tea  bag 
(Vol.   II,   Letters     14.12,   36).     Ifs  also  unclear  from 
the  analysis,  what  percentage  of  the  eligible  population 
have  even  received  it.     (see  Vol.   I,   5-11-a  total  of  4602 
units  have  been  soundproofed  without  a  breakdown  of  types 
of  soundproofing  or  follow-ups  on  effectiveness,   or  #  eligible.) 

Massport  does  not  reflect  these  complaints  in  its  analysis  207.14 
of  mitigation.     The  complaints  mean  that  even  where  Mass- 
port  has  tried  to  mitigate  its   impacts,   it  hasn't  been 
able  to.     Nor  does  Massport  identify  any  measures  to  assess 
whether  the  soundproofing  works   (Vol.   Ii,   Letter  31.13). 
In  Chelsea,   double-pane  windows  are  worthless  against  the 
noise  Of  low-flying  jets   (and  trucks).     Earplugs  don't 
always  work.     The  most  extreme  measure  offered  by  Massport 
is  soundproofing  of  one  room.     it's  important  to  realize 
that,   even  if  effective,    this  would  hold  you  hostage  in 
your  home.     Only  one  room  would  be  livable.     Home  life 
in  1  room,   no  community  life,    is  not  mitigation.     it  is 
not  a  reasonable  solution  to  the  problem  of  excessive  plane 
noise  to  make  people  prisoners  in  their  own  houses.  This 
is  not  the  normal   life  through  soundproofing  that  Massport 
asserts   (Vol.    I,    ES-5,  5-10). 

Because  of  all  the  elements  that  tend  to  produce  understated 

impacts  on  the  people  who  live  around  the  airport,  the 

agency  has  underestimated  the  number  of  people  who  live 

with  60dB,   70  dB,   80-past  lOOdB  routinely;   the  air  and 

noise  pollution  its  total  operations  produce;   the  social,  207.15 

economic,  health  and  esthetic  damage  it  does.   By  not  verifying 

Its  models,   and  failing  to  take  into  account  information 

from  residents,  Massport  has  submitted  an  impacts  analysis 

that  IS  statistical  nonsense.     it  is  misinformation. 


ALTERNATIVES  ANALYSIS 
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A  second  critical  flaw  in  the  proposal,  and  one  affected 
by  the  faulty  analysis  of  impacts,    is  Massporfs  failure 

to  propose  meaningful,   reasonable  alternatives  and  to  conduct  0A7.P 
a  thorough  study  and  detailed  description  of  them.     This  ^O'-lD 
IS  in  part  a  reflection  of  the  bias  in  Massporfs  choice 
Of   "problem".     Delay  is  as  much  a  symptom  of  an  airport 
operating  beyond   its  effective  capacity,   as  a  problem  per 
se.     In  fact,   delay  is  only  one  of  the  problems  at  Logan. 
In  1993,   the  baseline  year,   Logan  was  the  6th  busiest  airport 
in  the  country.     Air  traffic  controllers  have  made  an  issue 
Of  understaffing  and  inadequate  equipment,   leading  to  radar 
outages,   a  serious  safety  concern.    (See  App.   5).  Noise 
and  air  pollution,   traffic  overload,   parking  lot  sprawl, 
the  threats  to  human  health  and  safety,   neighborhood  de- 
gradation,  and  the  failure  to  achieve  a  workable  regional 
transportation  policy,   are  all  problems  at  and  around  Logan. 

Logan  has  a  nameplate  capacity  of  120  flights  per  peak  hour 
With  5  current  runways,   its  current  average  3-runway  capacity 
during  visual  flight  rules  (VFR),   is  120  planes  per  hour 
over  80%  of  the  year   (Vol.    I,    ES-16).      its  annual  average 
3-runway  capacity  across  all  weather  is   115  (Vol.   I,  ES- 
16).     For  the  communities  and  Logan,   even  these  numbers, 
so  Close  to  rated  capacity,   are  too  much,   or  we  wouldn't 
be.  here  on  a  proposal  to  increase  capacity.     Logan  is  sub- 
ject to  the  constraints  of  wind  and  weather  ,  which  in  turn 
are  exacerbated  by  the  volume  of  small  planes  using  the 
airport,   now  45%  of  the  traffic   (Vol.    I,   4-5    )       By  its 
own  admission,   almost       5  million  people  who  drive  to  Logan 
every  year  are  closer  to  other  regional  airports   (an  envir- 
onmental crisis  in  itself)    (Vol.    I,  2-19). 


Notwithstanding  its  stated   intent  to  the 


contrary,   the  effect 
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of  Massport's  efforts,   including  the  $3  million  spent  on 
PR  and  consultants,  and  an  ad  campaign  at  Logan  and  in  the 
media,  will  increase  the  airport's  capacity  and  "improve" 
that  115  statistic.    (See  Vol.   II,  Letters   10., 39).  Massport 
has  given  short  shrift  to  everything  but  its  preferred  al- 
ternative.    What  its  analysis  demonstrates  is  a  "straw  man" 
approach  to  alternatives  that  might  reduce  its  operations: 
a  reluctant  and  ultimately  rejecting  consideration  of  peak 
pricing,   a  1-paragraph  dismissal  of  a  second  airport  (Vol. 
1/   2-4),   a  competitive  and  grudging  assessment  of  other 
regional  solutions   (in  fact,   the  rail,   regional  airport 
and  telecom  "alternatives"  can  be  considered  part  of  the 
No  Action  alternative).     No  Action,  while  it  is  required 
as  an  alternative  under  NEPA  analysis,   is  not  a  reasonable 
option  for  the  communities,   inconsistent  with  the  goal  of 
environmental  protection,   and  not  responsive  to  issues  such  (cont.) 
as  safety.     To  allow  Massport  to  conduct  this  analysis  without 
proposing  a  significant  alternative  to  the  growth  of  the 
airport  is  to  make  a  mockery  of  NEPA.     Whatever  Massport 
thinks  the  capacity  should  be,   community  residents  from 
at  least  28  cities  and  towns  have  been  vociferous  in  their 
many  meetings  with  Massport  and  the  FAA,   in  their  noise  M 
complaints,   and  through  their  local,   state  and  federal  rep-  ^U/.l/ 
resentatives,   that  the  human  carrying  capacity  in  this  area 
has  been  exceeded-a  critical  point  left  out  of  Massport's 
analysis . 


207.16 


This  is  not  an  alternatives  analysis,   as  that  term  is  ordinarily 
understood.       For  the  public,   as  Betty  Desrosiers'  pre- 
sentations made  clear,   there  is  no  real  alternative.  Mass- 
port's  promise  is  blunt:   flights  will  come  and  go,  more 
and  more   (22,000  more  in  Chelsea),   the  growth  will  be  vig- 
orous,  and  the  only  choice  is  whether  this  growth  occurs 
with  or  without  Runway  14/32. 
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Alternatives  must  be  evaluated  in  terms  of  their  context, 
the  challenge  of  a  reasonable  transportation  policy  for 
Boston  and  the  region.     If  the  problem  that  Massport  chooses 
to  deal  with  is  delay,   at  least  one  of  its  alternatives 
should  focus  on  a  solution  that  would  solve  delays  while 
minimizing  or  avoiding  environmental  impacts.     The  environ- 
mental secretaries  directed  Massport  to  explore  ways  of  9(17  1P 
accomplishing  its  goals  without  airfield  improvements  (Vol.  ^^'-'O 
II,   ENF  Cert.),   and  to  consider  operations  restrictions 
as  a  mitigation  measure  (Vol.   II,  Letter  1.2l).     These  directives 
are  ignored  or  minimized  in  the  alternatives  analysis. 

Massport  has  overlooked  an  important  alternative  that  deserves 
consideration  from  both  the  airport  and  community  perspec- 
tives.    A  meaningful  alternative  that  would  accommodate 
travelers  and  communities  would  be  to  reassess  the  effective 
capacity  of  Logan  with  the  goal  of  shifting  traffic  now, 
and  creating  a  well-functioning,   right-size  airport  in  the 
context  of  livable  communities.     It  is  not  in  the  city's 
or  the  region's   interests  to  reduce  the  quality  of  life  0^710 
in  28  communities,   to  destabilize  areas  such  as  Chelsea,  I -id 

or  to  impose  additional  environmental  burdens  on  a  population 
that  is  already  pleading  for  relief.     Airport  capacities 
have  been  modified,   and  there  is  no  reason  those  modifica- 
tions cannot  be  downward,   in  line  with  public  health  and 
safety;   business  pressure  and  the  convenience  of  the  traveling 
public  have  to  be  secondary  concerns  to  safety  and  health. 

Using  a  workable  capacity  cap,   Logan  could  reduce  its  delays 
and  begin  to  remediate  the  environmental  damage  to  the  sur- 
rounding communities.     This  alternative  would  provide  an 
incentive  to  reroute  traffic  to  other  airports  that  could 
accommodate  them   (the  regionals  have  a  market  penetration 
rate  of  51%-  Vol.    I,   2-21).       The  cap  of  120  that  Massport 
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aspires  to,  after  all,   represents  a  choice,   a  model  really. 
It  was  set  notwithstanding  all  the  "constraints"  that  Mass- 
port  Claims  prevent  a  new  cap  (see  Vol.   II,  Letters/Non- 
Responses  30.08,   31.53,   regarding  caps  and  forcing  mechanisms 
to  shift  traffic).     Logan's  capacity  needs  to  be  set  at 
a  workable  level. 


In  addition  to  the  above  concerns  about  the  "Preferred  Al- 
ternative" alternative,   I  take  issue  with  the  analysis  of 
Reduced  Minimums  as  a  method  of  reducing  delay.  Consistent 
with  its  goal  to  increase  capacity  statistics,   this  pro- 
posal would  reduce  the  altitude  minimums  for  when  pilots 
could  rely  on  instrument  flight  rules  rather  than  visual 
flight  rules,   for  landings   (IFR  vs.   VFR).     Currently,  1 
Of  5  runways  is  used  for  IFR  landings.   The  proposal  would 
extend   IFR  to  4  other  runways.   The  FAA  asserts  that  this 
would  ensure  the  greatest     availability  of  runways  during 
poor  weather,   consistent  with  current  industry  practice 
for  major  commercial  airports   (Vol.    I,    3-36).     The  critical 
difference  from  current  practice,    is   that   the  current  mimimums 
would  be  reduced  by  half,   so  that  the  point  at  which  a  pilot 
rrust  see  the  runway  will  be  closer  than  now. 

This  proposal  ignores  the  fact  that  Log^n  is  not  like  most 
major  commercial  airports.     It's  very  small,   it's  surrounded  ' 
by  homes  and  downtown  Boston,  and  its  flight  paths  over 
these  areas  pass  many  hazards.     Densely-populated  residential 
neighborhoods  come  up  to  the  airfield.     Along  the  flight 
paths,   planes  fly  over  a  major  power  plant,   an     LNG  fac- 
ility,  several  oil  tank  farms,   the  Tobin  Bridge  and  2  other 
bridges  that  are  major  thoroughfares  into  East  Boston  and 
downtown  Boston,   and  hills.     Whatever  safety  advantages  OflT  OH 

there  are  to  flying  on  IFR  are  cancelled  out  by  the  increased 
risks  of  flying  over  this  terrain  without  a  visual  check. 
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Once  again,   a  measure  has  been  proposed  without  adequately 
considering  the  specific  environment  of  this  airport,  rather 
than  a  modelled,   hypothetical   "major  commercial  airport". 
Many  airports  do  not  present  the  obstacle  course  that  Logan's 
surroundings  do.     The  extra  measure  of  safety  that  VFR  pto- 
videsfor  these  densely-populated  communities  is  the  real 
safety  issue.     As  it  is,   the  landings  and   takeoffs  over 
the  roofs  of  homes  in  Chelsea,   East  Boston,   Revere  and  Win- 
throp  are  heart-stopping.     There  is  no  margin  for  error; 
we  are  already  flirting  with  disaster. 


The  proposal  admits  that  reduced  minimums  will  have  an  in- 
significant impact  on  delay  (Vol.   I,  8-2    ).     The  real  point 
of  this  alternative  seems  to  be  to  boost  the  numbers  of 
runways  that  can  be  used  in  adverse  weather.     That  is,  of 
course,   precisely  when  you  should  not  be  flying  over  power 
plants,   LNG  and  oil  tank  facilities,   bridges  and  densely- 
populated  residential  ares  at  under  300  feet,   without  a 
visual  check  as  well  as  every  other  kind  of  check  you  can 
manage.     In  1995,   Massport  and  the  FAA  did  not  respond  to 
these  safety  concerns  raised  by  residents   (see  Vol.  II, 
Letters  12.1,    14.10,   30.1)     The  lack  of  awareness  and  respect  207.21 
for  the  surrounding  communities  that  this  alternative  re- 
flects is  symptomatic  of  the  myopia  of  Logan's  planning. 
I  urge  the  FAA  to  withdraw  this  proposal,   or  the  reviewing 
agencies  to  reject  it  as  inadequate  in  its  analysis. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE  ANALYSIS 


Massport- s  Environmental  Justice  (EJ)  analysis  is  also 

flawed.     Both  within  the  specific  poverty  and  race  guide-  Pf)?  99 

lines  Of  the  Presidential  Order,   and  a  broader  analysis 
based  on  the  principle  of  proportionality,  Massport's 
proposal  fails  the  test  of  environmental  justice. 

Because  this  analysis  is  based  on  noise  contour  maps,   its  n/^7  on 

numbers  are  understated  and  unreliable.     It  is  impossible  ^^''^^ 
to  know  from  its  analysis  how  many  people  who  are  minori- 
ties or  below  the  poverty  line   (BPL)   are  disproportionately 
affected  by  its  operations.     Massporfs  noise  contour  map 
excludes  significant  numbers  of  people  in  Chelsea,  including 
poor,  minority  and  immigrant  populations.     For  example, 
one  Of  the  areas  in  Chelsea  most  affected  by  Massport -g 
air      and  ground  operations   is  the  waterfront,  specifically 
the      areas  to  the  east  of  the  Tobin  Bridge.  According 
to  a  study  funded  by  EPA,   these  areas  contain  large  pop- 
ulations that  are  BPL  and  minority  (App.   6).     These  figures 
are  not  reflected  in  Massporfs  analysis,   which  has  all 
the  intellectual  rigor  of  a  schoolkid  writing  "There  is 
no  EJ  issue  here"   100  times  on  a  blackboard. 

There  is  another  EJ  issue  that  Massport  fails  to  acknowledge.      ^AT  0 . 
The  principle  of  EJ  is  based  on  the  notion  of  proportionality  ^^1-^^ 
and  the  reality  that  certain  populations  are  disproportionate- 
ly affected  by  polluting  activities.     There  is  a  huge  issue 
of  EJ  having  to  do  with  the  current,   disproportionate  im- 
pact of  Massport  and  other  government  and  private  operations 
on  the  communities  around  Boston  Harbor. 

After  3  careful  reviews,   I  cannot  recognize  my  neighborhood 
in  this  proposal.     Chelsea  is  the  smallest  city  in  the  state. 
At  1.8  square  miles,    it  suffers  environmental  assault  out 
of  all  proportion  to  its  ability  to  absorb  it.  Residents 
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experience:  millions  of  passenger  and  commercial  vehicles 
every  month  on  the  Tobin  Bridge  (2,000,000  vehicles  a  month© 
Massport),   and  Routes  1  and  16  (within  50  feet  of  residences 
for  the  bridge),   the  downwind  emissions  of  Sithe/Mystic 
Power  Plant,   one  of  the  state's  Dirty  Dozen,   an  LNG  facility 
on  its    border  with  Everett,  thousands  of  18-wheelers  on 
residential  streets  carrying  air  cargo  to  Logan  (an  opera- 
tion that  Massport  has  encouraged,   and  that  runs  within 
25  feet  of  residences  on  the  densely-populated  Chelsea  and 
East  Boston  waterfronts,   without  any  attempt  by  Massport 
to  reroute  it),   the  largest  salt  pile  in  the  Northeast, 
which  is  uncovered  and  which  supplies  Massachusetts  cities 
and  towns/  running  18-wheeler  dump  trucks  through  residential 
streets  in  Chelseaj,   truck  traffic  to  the  New  England  Pro- 
duce Center  which  supplies  New  England  and  eastern  Canada, 
several  oil  tank  farms,   an  asphalt  facility,   44  c.   21E  toxic 
sites,   thousands  of  parking  spaces  on  the  waterfront  for 
Logan  employees  and  passengers,  and  lots  of  dirty  businesses, 
such  as  recyclers  of  toxic  materials.     The  public  health 
statistics  for  Chelsea  show  elevated  leveis  of  illness  and 
disease.     The  noise  and  air  pollution  is  obvious  and  dis- 
tressing on  any  visit  to  the  city.     Massport's  proposal 
does  not  give  you  a  clue  as  to  this  context  and  the  role 
It  plays  in  the  continuing  assault  on  the  safety,  health 
and  quality  of  life  for  people  who  live  in  Chelsea.  And 
this  is  the  target  area  for  Massport's  improvements.  Mass- 
port  and  the  FAA  are  "committed"  to  maximizing  the  use  of 
the  runways  that  currently  blitz  Chelsea:    15R/33L,for  late  207.25 
night  flights   in  particular,   between  midnite  and  6  a.m. 
(Vol.   I,   5-12)   and  to  run  the  greatest  number  of  additional 
flights:22, 000,  overhead.     To  allow  Logan  to  expand  its  operations, 
air  and  ground,   through  communities  like  Chelsea,   is  uncon- 
scionable.    In  environmental  terms,   it  is  to  institutionalize 
a  sacrifice  area.     No  community  should  have  to  endure  this. 
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Similarly,   the  other  communities  most  affected  by  Logan's 
ground  and  air  operations  are  also  communities  which  bear 
more  than  their  share  of  activities  that  nobody  wants  but 
everyone  needs:   the  MWRA  sewage  plant   (Winthrop),  several 
major  highways   (Revere,   E.   Boston,   Chelsea,   Char lestown ) , 
the  Callahan  and  Sumner  Tunnels  (E.  Boston),  a  coal  and 
oil-burning  power  plant  (Everett  and  downwind  communities 
such  as  Chelsea  and  Charlestown ) ,    the  Tobin  Bridge  (Charles- 
town  and  Chelsea),  an  LNG  facility  (Everett),   oil  tank  farms 
(Chelsea,   E.   Boston),   thousands  of  parking  spaces  for  Logan 
(E.   Boston,   Revere,   Chelsea),  mbta  bus  depots  (Roxbury), 
dozens  Of  21E  sites  and  brownfields   (throughout  the  area; 
44  21E  sites  in  Chelsea  alone),   the  Big  Dig  (downtown  Boston, 

Fort  Point,   North  End)  These  are  communities  that 

have  borne  a  disproportionate  environmental  burden  for  city 

and  regional  projects.     As  necessary  as  these  projects  are, 

the  communities  and  the  people  who  live  in  them  have  a  limited 

capacity  to  absorb  this  environmental  assault.     To  go  from 

bad  to  worse,   with  or  without  Runway  14/32,    is  to  go  in 

the  wrong  direction.     More  of  the  same  is  not  an  environmentally 

sound  policy  or  responsible  community  planning  in  this  matter. 

This  entire  context  is  omitted  in  Massporfs  analysis  of 
EJ.     Massport  gives  a  very  different  picture  of  what  is 
at  stake.     "Within  the  box"  of  Massporfs  analysis,  the 
agency  continues  its  m.o.   of  understating  impacts  and  over- 
stating benefits;    it  fails  to  give  an  accurate  picture  of 
the  context  in  which  growth  is  occurring.     "Outside  the 
box"  Of  its  analysis,   there  is  a  world  of  pain  that  Mass- 
port  needs  to  take  responsibility  for:   hours  of  screaming 
jets  over  residential  neighborhoods,   day,  night,  weekends, 
and  holidays,  at  altitudes  below  300  feet,   excessive  truck 
traffic  in  residential  neighborhoods,   millions  of  passenger 
vehicles  overburdening  an  already  polluted  environment, 
and  the  destabilization  and  blightina  of  neighborhoods. 
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Instead,  Massport  informs  us  that  507,000  operations  isn't 
enough,   and  that  this  traffic  will  increase  dramatically, 
but  that  there  will  not  be  any  cumulative  impacts  to 
speak  of.     This  is  not  justice,   it's  nonsense,    it's  dumping. 
To  allow  Massport  to  grow  beyond  a  well-functioning  capa- 
city makes  it         unworkable  and  makes  the  communities  around 
it  unlivable.     This  is  just  the  situation  that  the  prin- 
ciple of  EJ  is  meant  to  address.     It  is  no  more  acceptable 
to  allow  disproportionate  impacts   in  areas  with  working- 
class,   poor,  minority,    immigrant  and  diverse  urban  pop- 
ulations than  it  is  to  allow  continued  dumping  in  areas 
that  meet  the  bright-line  criteria  of  50%  of  population 
BPL  or  minority.     Environmental  justice  is  an  encom- 
passing principle;   a  key  element  is   the  concept  of  propor- 
tionality and  that  is  exactly  what  the  areas  around  the 
airport  represent  now-disproportionate  impact.     We  need 
protection  from  the  destructive  growth  of  Logan,   with  or 
without  14/32. 

Massport  must  be  given  incentives  to  create  a  workable  air- 
port and  to     remedy  neighborhood  damage-    it  creates.  It 
does  not,   for  example,   consider  increasing  the  percentage 
of  Stage  3  aircraft  despite  its  claims  for  them  (Vol.  I, 
5.8    ),   restricting  night  time  flights  despite  the  dis- 
turbance they  cause  (Vol.    I,  5.9      ).     Justice  is  not  served 
by  denial  of  impacts  or  inadequate  mitigation.  Justice 
is  something  that  every  community  has  the  right  to  expect, 
whether  it  is  in  Winchendon,   Chelsea,   Bedford,   E.  Boston, 
Dover,   Revere,   Roxbury,   or  Winthrop.     What  would  be  justice 
for  the  communities  around  the  airport? 


CONCLUSION 


The  evaluation  of  this  proposal  cannot  be  solely  about  the 
terms  that  Massport  and  the  FAA  have  set   it  in:  delay 
Delay  is  as  much  a  symptom  of  the  problem  as  the  problem 
Itself.     The  root  problem  is  that,   even  operating  at  an 
annual  average  over  all  conditions  of  115  operations  per 
hour,   Logan  is  operating  beyond  its  effective  capacity 
For  some  time,   it  has  been  operating  well  beyond  the  carry- 
ing capacity  of  the  communities  whose  residents  eat  its 
impacts.     Even  the  airport  has  problems  accommodating 
growth  Of  112.%  over  20  years.     Human  beings  simply  can't 
take  the  air  and  noise  pollution,   the  disruption  of  home 
and  community  life  that  has  come  with  this  explosive 
growth.     This  proposal  needs  critical  attention  and  the 
communities  need  your  protection,   because  at  stake  here 
IS-  much  more  than  the  hypothetical  $313  million  delay  costs 
to  airlines  and  passengers  and  Logan's  standing  in  the 
delay  statistics.     At  stake  is  the  livability  of  the  28 
surrounding  communities  whose  long-standing  protests 
against  Logan's  environmental  damage  have  been  ignored 
The  goal  of  accommodating   120  flights  per  hour  is  a  pre- 
conceived    notion  Of  what  a  safe,   environmentally  sound, 
workable  capacity  is  for  this  airport  in  this  place. 
Quality  Of  life  is  not  just  a  slogan  for  the  people  .  who 
live  with  the  airport's  impacts.     m  Chelsea,  where  I  have 
experienced  these  impacts  for  several  years,   what  is  at 
stake  is  the  viability  of  a  community  that  is  a  sacrifice 
area  otherwise,   as  far  as  polluters  are  concerned;  and 
Massport  is  chief  among  those  polluters. 

something  is  wrong  when  modeling  and  monitoring  fail  to 
reflect  reality  and  do  bo  in  ways  that  systematically  under- 
state impacts.     Something  is  wrong  when  an  analysis  fails 
to  account  for  community  feedback  on  the  reliability  of 
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your  data.     Something  is  wrong  when  an  alternatives  analysis 
gives  us  the  choice  of  whether  to  accommodate  growth  that 
is  beyond  human  and  airport  capacity,  with  or  without  a 
new  runway.   Something  is  wrong  when  an  environmental  sec- 
retary's directive  to  conduct  a  sensitive  Environmental 
Justice  analysis  produces  a  3  and  1/2  page  mechanistic 
use  of  a  flawed  noise  contour  map  to  conclude  that  there 
is  no  EJ  issue  in  areas  known  to  be  environmental  dumping 
grounds  for  private  and  public     business.     Something  is 
wrong  when  Massport's  proposal  provides  disinformation, 
fails  to  respond  to  specific  scoping  directives,   and  pro- 
duces a  picture  of  local  conditions  that  bears  little  or 
no  resemblance  to  reality. 

The  communities  need  reliable  information,  remediation, 
and  your  protection  (see  App.   7).     What  needs  protection 
here  are  the  physical  and  human  environments  of  the  comm- 
unities that  suffer  Logan's  impacts.     These  communities 
have  protested  for  years  that  the  impacts  are  worse  than 
Logan  will  admit,   and  that  those  impacts  threaten  the 
public  health  and  safety. 

What  does  not  need  protection  here  are  business  interests, 
which  are  highly  elastic,   and  which  have  a  flexibility  that 
neighborhoods  do  not;    they  can  and  will  adapt,  market  style, 
to  shifts  in  operations,   reduced  capacities  at  Logan,  or 
the  need  to  go  to  another  airport  to  get  to  Boston. 

What  also  does  not  need  protection  here  is  the  desire  of 
Massport  and  the  FAA  to  achieve  a  better  standing  in  delay 
statistics.     This  is  not  a  football  game,   this  is  a  matter 
of  how  this  airport  will  fit  into  this  city,   and  the  safety, 
health,   economic,   aesthetic  and  social   impacts  on  people's 
1 i ves . 
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Finally,   this  cannot  be  an  exercise  to  protect  the  power 
of  a  government  agency  to  spend  $3  million  plus  of  public 
money  on  PR,  consulting  and  advertising  in  order  to  design 
a  pre-ordained   "Preferred  Alternative". 

What  this  proposal  was  supposed  to  do,  but  has  not,  was 
to  accurately  inform  the  public  and  the  environmental  a- 
gencies  about  actual  impacts  of  current  and  proposed  op- 
erations,  propose  meaningful  alternatives  including  effective 
mitigation,   and  conduct  a  sensitive  environmental  justice 
analysis.     Unless  we  hold  Massport  to  basic  standards  of 
accuracy  and  comprehensive,   reasonable  planning,  we  allow 
a  bad  situation  to  get  worse.     We  create  a  disincentive 
to  create  a  responsive,   imaginative  solution  to  Logan's 
problems  as  an  urban  airport.     And  we  condemnm  the  surrounding 
neighborhoods  to  further  degradation,   loss  of  community 
viability,   and  the  disruption  of  health  and  quality  of  life 
we  need  the  informed  environmental  consideration  that  NEPA 
guarantees.     Massporfs  record  demonstrates  that  it  is 
either  unwilling  or  unable  to  account  for  the  actual  impacts 
of  Its  operations  or  to  remedy  them.     Among  the  information 
and  initiatives  that  are  needed  are:   coordination  and  funding 
Of  agencies  to  provide  data  on  air  and  aoise  pollution  and 
epidemiology,   such  as  the  Department  of  Public  Health  and 
the  state  transportation  departments,   especially  the  re- 
gional and  highway  departments;   adequate  and  accurate  mon- 
itoring of  air  and  noise  pollution  in  areas  that  reflect  %107 
those  impacts;   consideration  of  improvements  such  as  a 
ban  on  night  flights  and  rerouting  of  passenger  and  trucX 
traffic  away  from  residential  areas;   a  collaborative  pro- 
cess that  gives  the  communities  a  real  influence  over 
airport  operations  that  affect  them,   and  that  reflects 
real  alternatives  to  Logan  growth  as  part  of  a  regional 
transportation  policy;   and  ways  to  ensure  that  there  is 
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an  independent,   competent  assessment  of  Logan's  impacts. 
Massport  has  "...become  the  prisoner  of  (its)  tactics, 
seldom  looking  behind  them  at  the  strategies."  (Jane 
Jacobs,   The  Death  and  Life  of  Great  American  Cities, 
p.   322,   Vintage  1992).     Residents  cannot  afford  such  short- 
sighted planning.     We  need  what  Massport  calls  "sufficient 
relief",   and  this  ain't  it. 

Given  the  defects  in  its  proposal,   it  would  be  appropriate 
for  Massport  to  withdraw  it  and  go  back  to  the  drawing 
board  for  planning  that  will  achieve  a  workable  airport 
and  livable  communities.     If  Massport  will  not  do  that, 
I  urge  you  to  reject  this  proposal  as  inadequate,  under 
NEPA  and  the  scoping  directives  of  the  environmental  sec- 
retaries.    We  can  do  much  better  than  this.     We  have  to. 


"We  cannot  solve  the  problems  we  have  created  with  the 
same  thinking  that  created  them." 

Einstein 
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APPENDIX  6 


11/96  EPA/Massachusetts  Toxics  campaign  Fund  Study 
Industrial  Pollution  in  Chelsea 


INDUSTRIAL  POLLUTION  IN 

CHELSEA 


AN  ENVIRONMENTAL  SURVEY  BY 
THE  MASSACHUSETTS  TOXICS  CAMPAIGN  FUND 


November  1996 


by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 


INDUSTRIAL  POLLUTION  IN  CHELSEA 


Summary 

to  Z 1!^  Z'm  r  °f"''r'r°<'"°i°".  ""•"trial  comp«i«  in  Chelsea  reported 

'^'^^ ^° "viroDment, or 83^74 founds 

tt^^^lT^^        '^T"''"^"=°^^  1.1.1-trichIoroethane.  xylene,  and  toluene  ^ese 

1987!I^5  oS  sZ^r'T"^  '""^  '"-"^^  fi"')  ""ring  the 

PouLs  rffbel  "'r"  "'Se.  One  was  greater  U,an  200,000 

pounds  of  fuel.  These  companies  are  located  nuinly  along  Eastern  Avenue  and  the  walerfront 

tu^ed  up  a,  th;  wZ:^T6  Shurttff  S^ho^s"^  — trafons  of  lead  and  other  toxins  were 

Theseareas^e^own 

tox^stTsM  million  pounds  of  reproductive 

•  1,   ,         1=''=™'=^^  <=»  "^-^^  the  human  reproductive  sysTem. 

Higher  levels  of  pollution  appear  to  be  present  in  neighborhoods  wii  a  higher  percentaee  of 
low  mcome  residents  -  particularly  in  low-income  communities  of  color  -  whUe  few!  ™  of 
mdustnalcontammauon  are  found  in  higher  income  neighborhoods.  """^^^^  °f 

Scope  of  the  Study 

This  study  examines  the  extent  of  industrial  pollution  in  Chelsea  and  its  possible  relation  tn 
socioeconomic  status  of  Chelsea  residents.  possioie  relation  to 

w  u  considered  to  be  the  main  enviromnental  health  hazard  in  Chelsea,  due 

the  extent  of  lead  contammation  and  its  health  effects.  We  do  recognize  however  the  strone  Unk 
between  lead  po.somng  and  a  general  lack  of  education  about  lead  Sks  aTt^e  lack  of 
financa^  means  among  low  income  residents  to  have  lead  dangers  removS 

Instead,  we  examme  the  extent  of  industrial  toxic  releases  and  their  relation  to 
™r;s:^""^  poUutlo'rrChelsea  occurs 

.ct.Ki-  n^"^"^  '^'^^  environment  from  a  factory  or  other  business 

compiled  annu.lyLTf:S'e.^  'To'rR:ir  1^^^^^  ™^  "^O"-"™ 

releasesl'^  ZT^''!'5  "''^  °'  'P.'"'  ^"s"'  ""tinuous  or  frequem 

he^  el^es  are  reno„^  "  "^"^ '"^"""'V-  SomeLes 

releases  are  reported  as  an  emergency,  particularly  if  they  are  big.  Other  times,  when  they 


are  small  and  are  not  thought  to  DOse  a  thrMt  t«  *t,o    ur  ^ 

spills  or  releases.  ^°       « threat  to  the  pubhc.  they  are  reported  as  non^ergency 

3)  As  a  "2 IE"  waste  site  9ip'    j  • 
Environmenul  Protection  to  s,te  whtre  ri-nS'S!,"""        ^     "^'hu^  Department  of 
waste  have  accumulated.  s>gn.ficam  amount  of  petroleum  waste  or  hazardous 

consideJ^ltt^r-p^rtS'lT?;  "m""-  «  &«ories.  are 

community.         ^         '^"^  "ol  "CtuaBy  released  mto  tile 

Reported  Toxic  Release,  from  L,d„,ri.,  Pr„<,„rti,„ 

releases  from  the  ToS^^,^^"'"^^'^'"!"  '       ^  toxic 

environmental  releases  h^e^sl^:r5?«5TbfiT,«7°"'  Total  reported 

1989.  then  decUning  somewhatloZ  .sof  bl^^  '  S-^  '"-^^S  lbs.  in 

Nearly  all  of  the  pounds  released  werfrel!L«l'f,;^^^^^^^     "ff-gnificantly  in  1993  and  1994. 

Table  3  for  a  brief  descri.^onTfSt'h^'t'™"  '"'"^  ""^"^  cancer.  See 

The  sources  of  thTDoUu  io„     ,  «o  these  chemicals. 

Emtex,  Inc.,  and  Glj;^^^^*  l^St^^    C  I"'"'"' 

Creek.  At  hs  peak,  thrFarge^  P^llutrElT  "Jf  ""f*^'™      °f  *e  city,  near  Chelsea 
1,1,1-trichloroetoe  into  irari!79  9  1  1^";      >' ''"-^^  Po™ds  of 

however,  there  are  no  repotted  toxic^ele^t  frlm  EmlT  ™° 

air  in  1 989nSe^s7el^.^  SlT^td^aSfd'^^'  If ''^  '"^"^"'^  '-o 

.992.199.  Thecon,pany-s^:X.^f^e^,^;:„r^d'Ze:."™"'  .0,000  pounds  in 

Accidental  Releases  or  SpiU.:  Emet^ency  and  Non-Emergency 

.987.199;  L  TaT47ros^^^^^^^^^^^^  '^'^'^  ^  ^^"'^         .he  period  of 

Chelsea  River.  Nearfy    o^^  re^«  0^07''  '"""''"^        ^°"8  '"e 

large.  Gulf  00(281  lastm,  A^e  1^2^  fif  "      Several  releases  weLery 

pounds  of  kerosene  in  1990.  Zo^^lu'^'^T'  f^'^'^'  " 
in  1993  B  A  T.  T,ansporutio7(2?^  Eastel  J  ^"^''^  '"""''^  <>" 

Coastal  OU  (at  ChelseaU)  J^oZt^'7^,^Z^''  "'^'^  '^'^ 

several  ^^'Zl  b^  ^ ft""'  ^  ''^ 

Table  6  locates  these  smaller  releases  by  cenfustfa^JT     °^=""^<»™»>^  P^'ection. 
heavy  metals- such  as  zinc  copiK^^^d  l.^r  ?  ,  ^°T°^'^^'"""'^"'^^^'^'<'i<= 
petroleum  hydrocaAons  i^^^'eZ  'T^ ' '"'^*'>'        ^"""'^  "f  ^el  oil  or 
experienced  a  release  of  p^o^^^^nX       ^''"""ff  School  (76  Congress  Ave.) 
million)  in  June,  1 995.  T^e  ^a  rel^^f  ,  i  C'O  P^'  P'' 

m.inon)  at  the  Williams  School  (170-180  W^^  s,  HrSeptltr^r''"" 


**2IE"  Waste  Sites 


to  44 -^IF' waste  sites,  as  identified  bv  the  D^^ 
Environmental  Protection  (see  Table  ^\  M«ct  «r t>epartment  of 

waste,  while  seven  ^    f^T  "^^^  "^^^  P^olemi 

petrol'eum  and  C  ous  wt^s  SZr^^^^  ^^^^ 
But  it  appears  that  mo^o7Z^^         .    '  of  cleanup  (or  'Wdiation") 

land.  coS  *d»^^     "T  t''  "^^^f  ^<^"  ™»  *ey  are  on  vacant 

"Superfund"  (a.  dSed  bv  ^h^t  p  waste  site.,  such  as  a 

that  could  be  pm  to  oTher1«s  l^.^ffT'™,'"'^  ^^^ncy).  Rather  they  are  lands 

..ese  bro^Sds .  c.::Lzti-f:^z^^^X':z.  ■^"^ 

Toiic  Chemicals  Used  in  Industrial  Production 

day-toJ:;  XraSv^lr^awt  7^^^^^^  ^-^■^-'^  -  'Oeir 

chemicals  in  Chelsea  Each  of  Li  !^  ,      °"  ^'^"^  ""'"^'"^        °f '""c 

to  cause  reprodu«"e  d^  ge  ^  humr'^h^^^  ""^  P     '^'^"'^         ""^^  ^"  P™-n 
together  used  2  51 1  424  DouL^of  ^    ^         ^"'P-  ^""^'^  ^'yPtal,  and  Marson  Corp., 
documented  by'^O^SSP,^G  a^jlT  '^''^  P^""  activities  in  19?3  as 

Reponing  of  ^^rnfof  SeSr   J!t°"  ^'^''T'  ^"^         Responsibility  (1996). 
strict  leg^  requirement  renortn!"^    ?  T  ""^  "  ""^^    P™<'""=*^  ^' "  f»ci««y  «  ™t  a 
in  Chelst^  es^ecXmLTbS  ^^^^^^^  ™^  "-ns  that  numerous  oth^  businesses 

reporting  it.  P™''^'/ "S"ig  or  releasmg  toxic  chemicals  without 

Pollution  and  Socio-Economic  Status 

sections^n  Ise  pS^\it"dtfa^""'"Hrr;  "  ""^^ 

industrial  sec,ion.'?hT^o^  JsTem                             "  ^P^^"^  P°P"'^'«'  '"^^m 

percentage  of  commurities  oSoTi  ^'1 K  f    u"^  "ghest 

(see  Table  9)  49^1      .         ^             P""""^  ""e.  According  to  the  1990  Census 

releasTs  (from  the  S:irjt^"S?e  «  "iTsolnlr '  "l"'"'^"™^ 

are  three  auto  body  shops  and  two  drv  H«„  .       "  oftJie  city 

typically  go  unreport^  In  addwL  T  ^   ■  '^1^'^  """"^  °™8Wy  toxic  releases  which 

o'lrr.^i  this  Sol  ti!::,i's:x.:  srci^""       ^"-^ --^^ 

1604.  al^droS":LTwJ::fi„''f  °'"^P^^  ^-^.s  1602  and 

Percentageofl^spri^ltr?^^^^^^^^^^^^ 


Recommendations 

2)  Exact  aams  of f IE  w^fe  ste  shouH      "T^'^''^"'^  prepar«iness. 
Department  of  Environmental  Protmbn  h^  t^  ?        T ^""'^  ''V  ">« 

each  of  these  sites  is.  "o'"""".  It  ,s  not  dear  as  to  how  close  to  completion  of  cleanup 

Getting  access  ,„  -vironmentaltfo^'S^  "at  DEP  '  a  v^^^^^^  ""^ 
average  citizen  does  not  have  this  kind  of  time  '™e-consummg  process;  the 

biggest  releaser  of  to^ic  SeXals Tn,r,>,  '        ™^       ("P '°  '  '92)  the 

Did  the  company  moverBre^t  'r.^  'rc:^^^^^ 

companies  and  provide  that  i^for™a,ion't;^::^,3?;,'=;:L^  bi:?"  ^"""'^  '""^ 

neighJooranTsro,^::-^^^^^^^^^^^ 


For  further  information,  contact: 
Thomas  Estabrook 

Massachusetts  Toxics  Campaign  Fund 

(617)  666-1326  (eves  ),  (508)  934-3397  (days) 

or  wnte  us  at:  ^   ^  ^ 

160  2nd  Street 
Cambridge,  MA  02142 

Information  on  waste  site*:  pnH  fr>v.v  ^  i 

use  reduction  depanmenT   '  department,  the  ^r  quality  division,  or  the  toxics 
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APPENDIX  7 


Barry  Lopez  Article  fro.  ISstimnx^Vlritsr^^^^^^^ 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Drar  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  207 
Elaine  McGrath 
Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


:  207.1 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

FAA/NEPA 

...1  urge  either  the  withdrawal  of  the  plan  or  its  rejection  as 
a  proposal  that  is  inconsistent  with  the  requirements  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  and  unresponsive  to 
the  scoping  directives  of  the  secretaries  and  to  the 
concerns  of  the  public. 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft 
EIS  to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the 
1  FAA's  direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed 
I  by  the  Govemor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and 
i  three  were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston. 
:  Under  the  direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the 
SDEIS  Panel  convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at 
least  monthly  with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A 
total  of  12  meetings  were  held.  To  provide  the  appropriate 
background,  the  SDEIS  Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim  i 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR, 
answers  to  key  letters  written  by  members  of  the  public, 
concerned  agencies  and  public  officials  responding  to  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a  senes  of  15  visual  and 
written  presentations  from  the  Project's  technical  consulting 
team  and  other  independent  industry  experts. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that  "...the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this 
project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act...".  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 

207.2 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

FAA/NEPA 

Massporl's  Draft  EIS/EIR...has  failed  to  respond  to 
specific  scoping  directives  in  the  Letters  and  Certificate 
issued  by  EPA,  MEPA  and  DEP  in  1995. 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft 
EIS  to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the 
FAA's  direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed 
by  the  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and 
three  were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston. 
Under  the  direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the 
SDEIS  Panel  convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at 
least  monthly  with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A 
total  of  12  meetings  were  held.  To  provide  the  appropriate 
background,  the  SDEIS  Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim  ; 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR, 
answers  to  key  letters  written  by  members  of  the  public, 
concerned  agencies  and  public  officials  responding  to  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a  series  of  15  visual  and 
wntten  presentations  from  the  Project's  technical  consulting 
team  and  other  independent  industry  experts. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that  "...the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this 
project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act...".  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 

Letter  207:  Elaine  McGrath 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic!  Topic  2  Comment 

207.3   '  Environmental     FAA/NEPA      :  NEPA  requires  agencies  to  take  a  hard  look  at  the 

Review  i  environmental  consequences  of  their  proposals,  and  to 

Process  ;  conduct  a  detailed  and  thorough  analysis  of  alternatives 

I  and  to  make  this  information  available  to  the  public. 
Massport  has  not  done  this.  There  are  fatal  flaws  with  its 
analyses  of  impacts,  alternatives  and  environmental 
;  justice. 


207.4 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


NEPA/MEPA      The  proposal  specifically  fails  to  respond  to  directives 
intended  to  uncover  these  impacts,  in  the  scoping  letters 
of  Secretaries  Coxe  and  DeVillars,  as  well  as  DEP. 


Response 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  DEIS 
to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  an  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the  FAA's 
direction,  three  Panel  members  were  appointed  by  the 
Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and  three 
were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston.  Under  the 
direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the  Panel 
convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at  least  monthly 
with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A  total  of  12 
meetings  were  held.  A  total  of  twelve  meetings  were  held.  To 
provide  the  appropriate  background,  the  Panel  was  presented 
with  an  Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key  letters  written  by  members  of 
the  public,  concerned  agencies  and  public  officials 
responding  to  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a  series 
of  15  visual  and  written  presentations  from  the 
Airside  Project's  technical  consulting  team  and  other 
independent  industry  experts. 


In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  DEIS 
to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  an  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the  FAA's 
direction,  three  Panel  members  were  appointed  by  the 
Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and  three 
were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston.  Under  the 
direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the  Panel 
convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at  least  monthly 
with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  Twelve  meetings 
were  held.  To  provide  the  appropriate  background,  the  Panel 
was  presented  with  an  Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key  letters  written 
by  members  of  the  public,  concerned  agencies  and  public 
officials  responding  to  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and 
a  series  of  15  visual  and  written  presentations  from  the 
Airside  Project's  technical  consulting  team  and  other 
independent  industry  experts. 

The  other  projects  cited  in  this  comment  are  not  related  to  the 
Airside  Improvements  Project.  Any  impacts  associated  with 
those  projects  will  be  addressed  in  individual  project  filings,  if 
required  under  NEPA  and/or  MEPA  and  also  in  the  ESPR 
(formerly  GEIR)  process. 

The  ongoing  state  ESPR  process  provides  infonnation  to  the 
federal  and  state  agencies  and  the  general  public  on  the 
environmental  effects  of  existing  and  future  operations  at 
Logan  Airport,  on  the  cumulative  effect  of  airport  operations, 
and  on  the  planning  context  for  individual  projects  at 
Logan  Airport.  The  GEIR/ESPR  is  specifically  incorporated  by 
reference  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  as  a  background  document." 
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Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


207.5 


Analysis 

Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 


Studies 


Comment 

Massport's  impacts  analysis  understates  impacts  in  a 
number  of  ways  that  have  the  cumulative  effect  of 
systematically  minimizing  Logan's  impacts  on  the 
surrounding  communities: 

•  failure  to  account  for  the  context  and  intensity  of  growth 
in  airport  operations,  both  land  and  air 

•  unreliable  modeling  of  impacts 

•  inadequate  and  inaccurate  monitoring  of  impacts  and  of 
mitigation 

•  failure  to  report  or  take  into  account  community 
feedback 

•  persistent  use  of  data  known  to  be  flawed,  and 
unwillingness  to  correct  mistakes 

•  systematic  and  knowing  selection  of  data  so  as  to 
minimize  the  appearance  of  impacts. 


Response 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that .the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this  prqect 
adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the  Massachusetts 
Environmental  Policy  Act. . .",  Refer  to  the  Certificate  of  the  Secretary 
of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the  DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 
The  purpose  of  the  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  is  to 
reduce  cun-ent  and  projected  levels  of  airfield  congestion  and  delay 
and  to  enhance  the  safety  of  aircraft  operations  at  Logan.  Massporfs 
proposed  landside  improvements  are  planned  to  enhance  the  i 
efficiency  of  passenger  processing,  and  include  terminal  ■ 
modernization,  as  well  as  roadway,  parldng  and  service  area 
improvements.  The  landside  projects  will  not  affect  the  design  or 
implementation  of  the  Airside  Projert  which  has  independent  utility, 
nor  wiW  the  Airside  Project  improvements  affect  the  design  or 
implementation  of  any  of  the  landside  prqects.  All  airside  and  landside 
projects,  where  required,  will  continue  to  be  the  subject  of  separate 
comprehensive  environmental  analysis  by  project  proponents  in 
accordance  with  federal  and  state  regulations. 
As  expressed  in  the  May  7, 1999  EOEA  Certificate,  Massporfs 
ESPR  (fomnerty  GEIR)  process  "is  expected  provide  a  big  picture 
cumulative  impact  analysis  of  Logan  operations,  impacts  and 
mitigation.  It  complements  the  project-specific  EIRs,"  such  as  this 
one  for  tiie  Airside  Improvements,  "helps  to  focus  the  review 
process  of  individual  EIRs,  and  ensures  that  segmented  project 
review  does  not  occur  in  the  context  of  MEPA  review  at  Logan." 
The  emission  inventory  results  show  that  the  Airside  Project, 
including  the  Centerfield  Taxiway,  would  lead  to  a  decrease  in 
odor-causing  hydrocartx)n  emissions,  w/hen  compared  to  the 
No  Action  Alternative.  This  is  illustrated  in  Table  6.4-7  and 
Fgure  6.4-5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  The  small  changes  in 
emission  concentrations  at  Bayswater  Street,  East  Boston,  and 
Winthrop  will  meet  federal  standards  for  hydrocartwn  emissions. 
Neither  Massport  na  he  FAA  has  a  program  to  increase  passenger 
demand  at  Logan  Airport.  Rather,  the  objective  of  both  organizations 
is  to  accommodate  demand  safely  and  effidentiy.  The 
recommended  Airside  Project  is  intended  to  enable  Logan  Airport  to 
accommodate  current  and  future  aircraft  activity  witii 
minimum  delay.  The  construction  of  Runway  14/32  would 
significantiy  reduce  delays  associated  with  northwest  wind 
conditions,  but  would  not  be  expected  to  induce  additional  aircraft 
traffic  or  passenger  activity  at  Logan  Airport. 
There  was  an  extensive  public  participation  and  review  process 
during  the  preparation  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  Public 
comments  were  received  on  the  ENF  after  it  was  fled  during  the 
summer  of  1995.  In  the  fall  of  1995,  several  public  scoping  sessions 
were  held  to  provide  community  input  to  the  subsequent  state  and 
federal  scopes  for  the  project.  To  assure  ttiat  ttie  Airside  analysis 
was  conducted  with  awareness  and  input  from  all  concerned 
parties,  the  Massport  Board  established  the  Airside  Review 
Committee  (ARC),  which  consists  of  the  Community  Advisory 
Committee  (with  representatives  from  24  communities  surrounding 
Logan  Airport),  and  1 1  businesses  and  industry  organizations. 
Massport  also  funded  independent  consultants  for  the  CAC  to 
provide  tfiem  with  the  capacity  to  professionally  assess  tiie  analysis 
and  conclusions  of  the  Airside  Study.  Between  1995  and  1999, 
Massport  held  16  meetings  with  the  ARC,  an  additional  15meetings 
wflth  just  tiie  CAC,  and  several  meetings  with  Vre  CAC  consultants. 
In  addition,  Massport  made  29  presentations  to  elected  officials, 
most  of  whom  represent  Logan  Airporfs  neightxjiing  communities, 
and  Massport  held  45  meetings  witti  community  and  business 
leaders,  reaching  an  audience  of  more  than  3.000  people.  During 
the  public  comment  period  on  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIStIR,  the 
FAA  held  two  public  hearings. 
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Topic  2 

Comment 

1 

Response  f 

;  207.6 

;  Noise 

i  Stages 
Aircraft 

...Stage  3  aircraft  are  not  appreciably  quieter  on  landing 
■  and  take-off,  tfie  noisiest  operations  which  are  the  ones 
;  that  affect  the  sun-ounding  communities.  Contrary  to 
Massport's  disingenuous  assertions,  Stage  3  aircraft  do 
not  and  cannot  reduce  the  noise  exposure  of  the 
i  surrounding  communities  

;  Manufactured  Stage  3  airplanes  are  definitely  quieter  during 
both  takeoff  and  landing  than  are  old  Stage  2  airplanes  that 
have  been  hushkitted  to  meet  Stage  3  noise  limits.  Massport  \ 
agrees  that  as  long  as  hushkitted  aircraft  remain  in  the  fleet, 
they  will  be  perceived  as  the  primary  cause  of  noise 

1  i 

(  207.7 

1  Noise 

i  PRAS 

...the  use  of  outdated  PRAS  goals  to  justify  impacts  as 
i  "community-approved".  ...is  misleading  in  the  extreme. 

The  PRAS  goals  were  established  after  community  input  in 
the  1 980s.  The  goal  of  PRAS  was  to  distribute  noise 
equitably,  based  on  demographic  considerations.  As 
demonstrated  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  there  have 
;  been  no  significant  demographic  changes  since  the  time  of 
^  the  establishment  of  the  PRAS  goals.  An  update  of  the  PRAS 
goals  is  therefore  not  warranted.  Furthermore,  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  also  demonstrates  the  more 
equitable  balance  of  noise  impacts  among  communities 
sun-ounding  Logan  Airport  that  can  be  achieved  with  the 
Preferred  Alternative  as  opposed  to  the  imbalance  that 
occurs  today  and  would  occur  in  the  future  if  no  action  is 
taken. 

1  207.8 

Noise 

Model 

...Massport  !NM  noise  modeling  has  fallen  short  of  actual 
impacts  in  several  instances. 

Differences  between  measured  and  modeled  sound  levels  have 
been  reported  in  Logan  Airport* s  various  GEIRs  and 
Annual  Updates  for  a  number  of  years.  Differences  at  close-in 
locations  were  significantly  reduced  in  1 996  through             1  » 1 
modification  of  source  levels  to  better  account  for 
over-water  sound  propagation  and  apparent  use  of 
higher  engine  power  settings  than  are  nonnally  assumed  in  the  i 
noise  model's  database  (Refer  to  Appendix  E  of  the  1 
Logan  Airport  1996  Annual  Update).  \ 

In  1 998,  differences  between  measured  and  modeled  noise 
became  even  less  when  Massport  upgraded  its 
monitoring  system  and  began  to  report  noise  caused  only  by 
aircraft  -  a  metric  directly  comparable  to  the  DNL  exposure 
levels  predicted  by  the  noise  model. 

At  sites  having  exposure  levels  of  60  dB  or  more,  this  ' 
improvement  to  the  monitoring  system  brought  measured  and 
modeled  DNL  values  to  within  02  dB  of  each  other.  (Refer  to  j 
Chapter  6  of  the  Logan  Airport  1999  Environmental              ^  ' 
Planning  and  Status  Report).  Massport  continues  to  investigate  ^  ' 
possible  causes  for  remaining  differences  (such  as  from  hill 
effects)  but  believes  the  FAA's  INM  noise  model  used  in  the 
Airside  Project  noise  analyses  accurately  represents  expected 
noise  exposure. 

1 

1 
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;  207.9 

;  Noise 

;  Model 

j  Massport  does  not  include  in  its  proposal  the  persistent 
1  community  protests,  the  noise  complaint  data  from  its  hotline,  or 
1  present  in  a  coherent  way  its  own  track  record  of  inaccurate 
1  noise  measurement  Even  protests  from  local,  state  and  federal 
1  representatives  are  not  used  as  a  check  for  the  numt)ers  that 
1  Massport  wants  to  use.... 

Massport  reports  noise  complaints  annually  in  its  ESPR  {fornierly 
GEIR)  and  each  Annual  Update.  This  is  published  and  distributed 
vifldely  and  presented  to  the  Massachusetts  Secretary  of 
Environmental  Affairs  who  reviews  the  documents  under  MEPA 
requirements.  Letters  and  comments  specific  to  this  project  and  the 
responses  to  those  comments  are  published  in  Volumes  5-1 0  of  this  \ 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

207.10 

^  Noise 

1  Model 

...the  waterfront  area,  including  Beacon  Street,  is  not  on  the  map 
1  under  the  14/32  proposal.  This  is  so,  even  though  Massport 
1  uses  numt3ers  of  several  thousands  of  people  in  Chelsea  in  the 
1  65dB,  up  to  the  75dB  range,  in  its  hypothetical  1 993  baseline  for 
1  the  city. 

Refer  to  the  updated  graphics  in  Chapters  4, 5  and  6  of  this 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Graphics  have  been  updated,  supplemented  and  con-ected.  j 

i 

;  207.11 

Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 

Studies 

i  Tfiere  are  still  more  sources  of  bad  statistics  and 
;  understatement  One  is  the  omission  of  significant  data  through 
i  failure  to  coordinate  with  other  agencies  with  necessary 
expertise,  such  as  the  Department  of  Public  Health,  the  State 
Transportation  Department,  including  public  transportation 
gurus  and  highway  departments,  or  through  failure  to  report 
available  infomiation. 

The  model  and  methods  used  to  develop  these  data  were  based  on  1 
EPA-  and  DEP-approved  guidelines  and  show  that  the  NAAQS  will  i 
not  be  violated. 

I  207.12 

Air  Quality 

Monitoring 

The  1  air  monitor  in  Chelsea  from  Department  of  Public  Health 
is  at  Soldier's  Home,  as  far  away  as  you  can  get  from  the  air 
and  ground  traffic  to  the  airport.  There's  a  concentrated  impact 
area  [around  truck  routes].  If  s  not  monitored.  These  impacts  are 
not  accounted  for  in  the  proposal,  and  they  will  only  get  worse  if 
Logan's  operations  are  albwed  to  inaease. 

The  DEP  monitor  at  Soldier's  Home  is  the  closest  station  to  i 
Logan  Airport  that  measures  ozone.  TTie  closest  DEP  monitoring 
site  to  Logan  Airport  is  at  Bremen  Street  Several  pollutants  are 
monitored  at  this  site:  CO,  Na,  S02,  and  PMio.  Background 
concentrations  were  obtained  primarily  from  the  Bremen  Street  site,  i 
Massport  also  has  several  HO2  monitoring  stations  in  the  Chelsea 
area. 

207.13 

PutJiic  Health 

Effects 

...Massport  ...[should  fund  a  DPH]  epidemiology  study...of  health 
impacts  in  the  surrounding  communities. 

Public  health  issues  are  discussed  in  Section  6.8  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Massport  has  provided  the  City  of  Boston  i 
and  public  health  agencies  with  air  quality  and  emissions  data. 

In  January  1996,  Massport  reviewed  available  public  health  data, 
including  mortality  and  morbidity  from  each  neighboriiood  in  Boston 
and  cancer  incidence  data  available  from  the  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Public  Health.  These  data  indicated  that  causal 
relationships  cannot  be  determined  at  this  time.  A  review  of  the 
1 999  Report  to  tf7e /Iteyor;  Heaiift  of  Boston  prepared  by  the 
Boston  Public  Health  Commission  leads  to  a  similar  conclusion.  In 
addition,  Massport  has  shared  the  results  of  the  Soo/ Depos/iton 
S/ivoy  with  public  health  agencies  and  is  cooperating  with  the  j 
Han/ard  School  of  Public  Health  on  the  Souff?  Boston  Partcte 
Source  Apportionment  Study. 

207.14 

Noise 

Soundproofing 

Massport  does  not  reflect  these  complaints  [regarding 
soundproofing]  in  its  analysis  of  mitgation.  The  complaints 
mean  that  even  where  Massport  has  tired  to  mitigate  its  impacts, 
it  hasn't  been  able  to.  Nor  does  Massport  identify  any  measures 
to  assess  whether  the  soundproofing  wor1<s 

Logan  Airport  has  one  of  the  most  comprehensive  and  progressive  ; 
sound  insulation  programs  of  any  airport  in  the  country.  It  was 
initiated  in  1980  before  any  airport  began  receiving  federal  funding 
to  soundproof  homes  under  FAR  Part  1 50.  It  is  the  only  program  in 
the  country  to  offer  residents  extra  sound  insulation  treatment  in  a 
■Voom  of  preference"  chosen  by  the  homeowner  and  it  is  ttie  only 
program  in  the  country  attempting  to  receive  FAA  approval  to 
expand  the  area  of  eligibility  by  accounting  for  hill  elfects.  In  addition, 
as  of  the  1999-2000  consti\JCtion  season,  FAA  grants  covering 
80  percent  of  the  cost  of  sound  insulation  (paid  for  by  airline  ticket 
taxes^  combined  with  funds  nrnviripd  hv  Mat^trifirt  thmi  mh 
Passenger  Facility  Charges  and  landing  fees,  had  fully  funded  the 
sound  insulation  of  all  eligible  dwelling  units  in  Massport's  cun-ent 
sound  insulation  program.  Despite  this  accomplishment  Massport 
continues  to  seek  means  of  expanding  its  sound  insulation  pnagram 
exclusive  of  FAA's  decision  on  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  If  the 
FAA  approves  tiTe  Prefened  Alternative,  Massport  IS  committed  to 
expanding  tiie  program  to  include  all  additionally  eligible  residences,  i 

Letter  207:  Elaine  McGrath 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 


207.15 


Noise 


Topic  2 
Model 


Comment 

Massport  has  underestimated  the  number  of  people  who 
live  with  60dB,  70  dB,  80-past  lOOdB  routinely;  the  air  and 
noise  pollution  its  total  operations  produce;  the  social, 
economic,  health  and  esthetic  damage  it  does.  By  not 
verifying  its  models,  and  failing  to  take  into  account 
information  from  residents,  Massport  has  submitted  an 
impacts  analysis  that  is  statistical  nonsense. 


Response 

Tables  6.2-4  and  6.2-5  show  the  noise  exposed  population 
for  the  29M  Low  and  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenarios 
respectively.  Differences  between  measured  and  modeled 
sound  levels  have  been  reported  in  Logan  Airporfs  various 
GEIRs  and  Annual  Updates  for  a  number  of  years.  Differences 
at  close-in  locations  were  significantly  reduced  in  1996  through 
modification  of  source  levels  to  better  account  for 
over-water  sound  propagation  and  apparent  use  of 
higher  engine  power  settings  than  are  nonmally  assumed  in  the 
noise  model's  database  (Refer  to  Appendix  E  of  the 
i  Logan  Airport  1996  Annual  Update). 

In  1998,  differences  between  measured  and  modeled  noise 
became  even  less  when  Massport  upgraded  its 
monitoring  system  and  began  to  report  noise  caused  only  by 
aircraft  -  a  metric  directly  comparable  to  the  DNL  exposure 
levels  predicted  by  the  noise  model. 

At  sites  having  exposure  levels  of  60  dB  or  more,  this 
improvement  to  the  monitoring  system  brought  measured  and 
modeled  DNL  values  to  within  0.2  dB  of  each  other.  (Refer  to 
Chapter  6  of  the  Logan  Airport  1999  Envlronmerrtal 
Planning  and  Status  Report).  Massport  continues  to  investigate 
possible  causes  for  remaining  differences  (such  as  from  hill 
effects)  but  believes  the  FAA's  INM  noise  model  used  in  the 
Airside  Project  noise  analyses  accurately  represents  expected 
noise  exposure.  Differences  between  measured  and  modeled 
sound  levels  have  been  reported  in  Logan  Airport's  various 
GEIRs  and  Annual  Updates  for  a  number  of  years.  Differences 
at  close-in  locations  were  significantly  reduced  in  1996  through 
modification  of  source  levels  to  better  account  for 
over-water  sound  propagation  and  apparent  use  of 
higher  engine  power  settings  than  are  normally  assumed  in  the 
noise  model's  database  (Refer  to  Appendix  E  of  the 
Logan  Airport  1996  Annual  Update). 


Letter  207:  Elaine  McGrath 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


li 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

207.16 


Topic  1 

Environmental 
Review 
Process 


Topic  2 


Comment 


...Massport  ...[has  failed]  to  propose  meaningful, 
reasonable  alternatives  and  to  conduct  a  thorougfi  study 
and  detailed  description  of  them. ..To  allow  Massport  to 
conduct  this  analysis  without  proposing  a  significant 
alternative  to  the  growth  of  the  airport  is  to  make  a 
moclcery  of  NEPA. 


Whatever  Massport  thinks  the  capacity  should  be, 
community  residents  from  at  least  28  cities  and  towns 
have  been  vociferous  in  their  many  meetings  with 
Massport  and  the  FAA,  in  their  noise  complaints,  and 
through  their  local,  state  and  federal  representatives,  that 
the  human  canying  capacity  in  this  area  has  been 
exceeded-a  critical  point  left  out  of  Massport's  analysis. 


Other  Non- 
Construction 
alternatives 


The  environmental  secretaries  directed  Massport  to 
explore  ways  of  accomplishing  its  goals  without  airfield 
improvements.. .and  to  consider  operations  restrictions  as 
a  mitigation  measure.. .These  directives  are  ignored  or 
minimized  in  the  alternatives  analysis. 


207.19  Alternatives 


Other  Non- 
Construction 
Alternatives 


A  meaningful  alternative  that  would  accommodate 
travelers  and  communities  would  be  to  reassess  the 
effective  capacity  of  Logan  with  the  goal  of  shifting  traffic 
now,  and  creating  a  well-functioning,  right-size  airport  in 
the  context  of  livable  communities.. .Airport  capacities 
have  been  modified,  and  there  is  no  reason  those 
modification  cannot  be  downward,  in  line  with  public 
health  and  safety;  business  pressure  and  the  convenience 
of  the  traveling  public  have  to  be  secondary  concerns  to 
safety  and  health. 


Response 

The  improvement  concepts  evaluated  in  the  Airside  Project 
Analysis  evolved  from  pnor  studies  including  the  FAA's  Logan 
Capacity  Enhancement  Plan  (October  1992):  the  Logan 
Runway  Incursion  Mitigation  Plan/Taxiway  Relocation  Study 
(December  1993);  the  Logan  Final  GEIR  (July  1993);  and  the 
Logan  Airside  Improvements  Feasibility  Study,  Phase  1 
Report,  published  in  July  1995.  The  FAA  evaluated  a 
numerous  physical,  operational,  and  administrative  concepts 
for  reducing  Logan  Airport  delays  in  its  Boston  Logan 
International  Airport  Capacity  Enhancement  Plan.  The  FAA 
recommended  several  improvement  concepts,  including 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32,  for  further  study.  These 
improvement  concepts,  as  well  as  concepts  from  other 
studies,  were  individually  examined  by  Massport  in  the  Logan 
Airside  Feasibility  Study,  published  in  July  1995.  Based  on 
the  Feasibility  study,  some  concepts  were  rejected  and  the 
most  promising  concepts  were  combined  into  the  Alternatives 
considered  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  The 
alternatives  analysis  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  is 
consistent  with  state  and  federal  scoping  directives  for  the 
Airside  Project.  The  results  of  the  Airside  analysis  indicate 
that  alternatives  that  include  unidirectional  Runway  14/32 
provide  the  most  benefit  in  terms  of  delay  reduction  and 
ability  to  achieve  PRAS  goals. 

Comment  noted. 


The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that  "...the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this 
project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act..,".  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 


The  alternative  analysis  conforms  to  FAA  and  MEPA  scoping 
directives.  The  impact  of  the  regional  altematives  has  been 
addressed  through  the  study  of  a  range  of  forecast  activity 
levels.  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  comprehensive 
discussion  of  regional  alternatives. 

Massport  advocates  increased  use  of  the  regional  airports 
and  high-speed  rail  sen/ices,  in  addition  to  construction  of 
Runway  14/32  and  the  other  airside  improvement  projects  at 
Logan  Airport,  as  a  comprehensive  plan  for  ensuring  an 
efficient  and  balanced  regional  transportation  system.  As  the 
analysis  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
indicates,  these  off-airport  alternatives  are  expected  to 
reduce  aircraft  traffic  growth  pressures  at  Logan  Airport,  but 
they  will  not  eliminate  airside  delays  at  Logan  Airport  that 
occur  because  of  a  third  operating  ojnway  during  periods  of 
northwest  winds.  The  Preferred  Alternative,  which  specifically 
addresses  this  deficiency,  is  necessary  and  provides  clear 
benefits  at  cun-ent  aircraft  traffic  levels.  These  benefits  will 
only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as  developments  at  the 
regional  airports  and  high-speed  rail  to  New  York  act  to 
reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at  Logan  Airport. 


Letter  207:  Elaine  McGrath 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

207.20 


Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

Alternatives        Reduced        ;  Along  the  flight  paths,  planes  fly  over  a  major  power  plant, 
Approach  an  LNG  facility,  several  oil  tank  farms,  the  Tobin  Bridge 

Minima  and  2  other  bridges  that  are  major  thoroughfares  into  East 

Boston  and  downtown  Boston,  and  hills.  Whatever  safety 
advantages  there  are  to  flying  on  IFR  are  cancelled  out  by 
the  increased  risks  of  flying  over  this  terrain  without  a 
visual  check. 


207.21  Altematives 


Reduced 
Approach 
Minima 


207.22    Environmental  Impacts 
Justice 


The  lack  of  awareness  and  respect  tor  the  surrounding 
communities  that  ...[reduced  minimums]  reflects  is 
symptomatic  of  the  myopia  ol  Logan's  planning.  I  urge  the 
FAA  to  withdraw  this  proposal  or  the  reviewing  agencies 
to  reject  it  as  inadequate  in  its  analysis. 


Massport's  Environmental  Justice  (EJ)  analysis  is  also 
flawed.  Both  within  the  specific  poverty  and  race 
guidelines  of  the  Presidential  Order,  and  a  broader 
analysis  based  on  the  principle  of  proportionality, 
Massport's  proposal  fails  the  test  of  environmental  justice. 


Response 

The  primary  benefit  of  Runway  14/32  is  to  reduce  delays 
during  VFR  conditions  when  strong  northwesterly  winds 
current  limit  Logan  Airport  to  a  single  arrival  stream.  During 
IFR  conditions,  landings  on  Runway  32  would  be  limited  by 
obstacle  clearance— ship  masts  in  the  harbor  and  buildings  in 
Boston.  No  approach  lighting  pier  is  planned  for  Runway  32 
since  it  could  not  improve  the  landing  minimums  below  400  to 
500  feet.  Moreover,  under  IFR  conditions  the  capacity  of  the 
Runway  33L/32/27  configuration  would  be  compromised  by 
the  need  for  diverging  missed  approach  and  departure  paths 
and  the  crossing  of  both  Runway  32  and  Runway  33L  by 
Runway  27  departures. 

The  agreement  between  the  City  of  Boston,  the  FAA  and 
Massport  stipulates  that  any  modification  of  the  existing 
minimums  requires  completion  of  an  EIS/EIR,  even  though 
the  setting  of  minimums  is  othenvise  categorically  excluded 
from  the  EIS/EIR  process.  The  reduced  minimums  will,  in 
fact,  enhance  safety  by  providing  precision  guidance  to  a 
point  closer  to  touchdown  and  reducing  reliance  on 
Runway  4R  under  poor  weather  conditions,  when  winds  may 
favor  use  of  an  alternate  runway. 


The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  was  expanded  for  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Low-income  and  minority 
populations  were  defined  in  accordance  with  Federal 
Executive  Order  12898,  the  U.S.  DOT  Final  Order,  and  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  guidance  on 
environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis  of  low-income 
populations  was  expanded  to  include  households  at 
1 50  percent  of  poverty  level.  This  analysis  found  that  there  is 
no  high  and  adverse  disproportionate  impact  to  low-income 
and  minority  populations  caused  by  the  Prefen-ed  Alternative. 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  borne  by  low-income 
or  minority  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
minority,  compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minority  population 
of  38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  includes  a 
predominately  Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which  Is 
predicted  under  worst  case  assumptions  to  experience  an 
increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change 
is  not  a  significant  adverse  impact.  The  minority  and 
low-income  populations  in  South  Boston  and  East  Boston 
affected  by  the  Preferred  Alternative  65  dB  DNL  contour  are 
almost  identical  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  65  dB  DNL 
contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  does  not  extend  into 
Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury  and  the  South  End.  Mitigation  of  the 
increased  noise  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  will  be 
provided  to  affected  communities  in  the  form  of  residential 
sound  insulation. 

A  discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice  analysis  is 
presented  in  Section  6.8  of  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  207:  Elaine  McGrath 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

207.23 

Environmental 
Justice 

Impacts 

Because... analysis  is  based  on  noise  contour  maps,  its 
numbers  are  understated  and  unreliable.  It  is  impossible 
to  know  from  its  analysis  how  many  people  who  are 
minorities  or  below  the  poverty  line  (BPL)  are 
disproportionately  affected  by  its  operations. 

Low  income  and  minority  populations  were  defined  in  i 
accordance  with  Federal  Executive  Order  12898.  the  U.S. 
DOT  Final  Order,  and  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's 
guidance  on  environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis  of 
low-income  populations  was  expanded  to  include  households 
at  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The  data  presented  are  based 
on  the  most  recently  available  census  data  (1990)  using 
Geographic  Information  System  (GIS)  technology  to  analyze 
impacts  at  the  most  detailed  level  possible.  Refer  to 
Sections  6.8.3  and  6.8.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  ! 
a  discussion  of  the  analytical  methodology  and  results, 
respectively  i 

207.24 

Environmental 
Justice 

Demographic 
Data 

There  is  another  EJ  issue  that  Massport  fails  to 
acknowledge.  The  principle  of  EJ  is  based  on  the  notion 
of  proportionality  and  the  reality  that  certain  populations 
are  disproportionately  affected  by  polluting  activities. 

The  environmental  justice  analysis  found  no 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  impacts  to  low-income 
and  minority  populations  from  direct  project  impacts.  Refer  to  \ 
Section  6.2  and  Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  i 
respectively,  for  additional  information  on  noise  impacts  and 
environmental  justice.  \ 

207.25 

Public  Health 

Effects 

Massport  and  the  FAA  are  "committed"  to  maximizing  the 
use  of  the  runways  that  currently  blitz  Chelsea:  15R/33L, 
for  late  night  flights  in  particular,  between  midnite  [sic]  and 
6  a.m.  ...and  to  run  the  greatest  number  of  additional 
flights:  22,000,  overhead.  To  allow  Logan  to  expand  its 
operations,  air  and  ground,  through  communities  like 
Chelsea,  is  unconscionable.  In  environmental  terms,  it  is 
to  institutionalize  a  sacrifice  area.  No  community  should 
have  to  endure  this. 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29 1^  Low  Fleet  scenario,  by  67  percent  | 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-8  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Letter  207:  Elaine  McGrath 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 


207.26 


207.27 


Cumulative 
impacts 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Topic  2  Comment 

Delay  i  The  root  problem  is  that,  even  operating  at  an  annual 

average  over  all  conditions  of  1 1 5  operations  per  hour, 
Logan  is  operating  beyond  its  effective  capacity.  For  some 
time,  it  has  been  operating  well  beyond  the  carrying 
capacity  of  the  communities  whose  residents  eat  its 
;  impacts. 

Public  Process     Among  the  information  and  initiatives  that  are  needed  are: 
coordination  and  funding  of  agencies  to  provide  data  on 
air  and  noise  pollution  and  epidemiology  such  as  the 
Department  of  Public  Health  and  the  state  transportation 
department,  especially  the  regional  and  highway 
departments;  adequate  and  accurate  monitoring  of  air  and 
noise  pollution  in  areas  that  reflect  those  impacts; 
consideration  of  improvements  such  as  a  ban  on  night 
flights  and  rerouting  of  passenger  and  truck  traffic  away 
form  residential  areas;  a  collaborative  process  that  gives 
the  communities  a  real  influence  over  airport  operations 
that  affect  them,  and  that  reflects  real  alternatives  to 
Logan  grovrth  as  part  of  a  regional  transportation  policy; 
and  ways  to  ensure  that  there  is  an  independent, 
competent  assessment  of  Logan's  impacts. 


Response 

Comment  noted. 


Public  health  issues  are  discussed  in  Section  6.8  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Massport  has  provided  the  Qty  of  Boston 
and  public  health  agencies  with  air  quality  and  emissions  data. 

In  January  1996,  Massport  reviewed  available  public  health  data, 
including  mortality  and  morbidity  from  each  neighbortiood  in  Boston 
and  cancer  incidence  data  available  from  the  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Public  Health.  These  data  indicated  that  causal 
relationships  cannot  be  determined  at  this  time.  A  review  of  the 
1 999  Report  to  the  Mayor,  Health  of  Boston  prepared  by  the 
Boston  Public  Health  Commission  leads  to  a  similar  conclusbn.  In 
addition,  Massport  has  shared  the  results  of  the  Soot  Deposition 
Study  wXh  public  health  agencies  and  is  cooperating  with  the 
Harvard  School  of  Public  Health  on  the  South  Boston  Particle 
Source  Apportionment  Study. 


Letter  207:  Elaine  McGrath 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


I 


LETTER  208 


April  19,  1999 


Massachusetts  Environmental  Protection  Agencv 

Robert  A.  Durand 

f^S'^^u"^^''^  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Room  2000 
Boston,  MA  02202 


Mr  Durand: 


1. 

2. 
3. 


?A A  ml  r        .  (potentially  misleading)  were  used  by  Massport  ^ , ,  , 

FAA  modelmg  gu.delmes  were  not  adhered  to  by  Massport  ^  PHfl  1 

There  were  a  lack  of  alternative  studies  in  the  report,  such  as-  ' 
Better  use  of  regional  airports  such  as  Hanscom  et  al 
Study  for  a  Second  Airport 
Regional  Rail  Transponation  Planning 

visitors^  ^"'^  of""'  P^POsal  for  *e  good  of  all  residems  and 

vote  on  , his  maner  '  '°  8iv=n  a  chance  ,o  cDoA 

no,  follow  .e  Les  an?"^  "^^yf^Vr"  .rn^et,!^ 
If  you  have  any  questions,  please  feel  free  to  call  me  at  617-889-1400. 
Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Ron  D.  Morgese 
65  Breakwater  Drive 
Chelsea,  Ma  02150 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  208 
Robert  D.  Morgese 
Private  Citizens:  Clielsea 


Code 
208.1 


Topic  1 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Topic  2 

FAA/NEPA, 
MEPA 


Comment 

...  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  Runway  14/32  and  tfie  Centerfield 
Taxiway  is  inadequate  and  request  that  it  be  judged  so  for 
tfie  following  reasons: 

1 .  Outdated  studies  and  figures  (potentially  misleading) 
were  used  by  Massport 

2.  FAA  modeling  guidelines  were  not  adhered  to  by 
Massport 

3.  Tfiere  were  a  lack  of  alternative  studies  in  the  report, 
such  as:  better  use  of  regional  airports  such  as 
Hanscom,  el  al;  Study  for  a  Second  Airport;  Regional 
Rail  Transportation  Planning 


Response 

The  projections  of  future  airfield  delays  at  Logan  Airport 
are  not  based  on  analysis  and  modeling  of  delays  which 
occurred  during  1993.  The  analysis  for  1993  was 
included  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  provide 
historical  perspective  to  the  delay  problem  at 
Logan  /Virport  and  for  use  in  model  calibration.  The 
analysis  contained  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  has 
been  updated  to  include  modeled  delay  results  for  1998 
to  provide  more  current  context  to  airfield  conditions  at 
Logan  Airport  Refer  to  Section  4.2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  description  of  the  delay  analysis  and 
discussion  of  current  and  future  delays  at  Logan  Airport 
Consistent  witfi  the  request  made  by  the  EOEA  in  its 
Certificate  on  the  Draft  EIR,  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  includes  delay  and  environmental  analyses 
for  1 998  to  reflect  current  conditions  and  provide  context 
to  the  delay  problem  at  Logan  /Virport.  The  High  and 
Low  Fleet  scenanos  for  37.5  and  45  million  passengers 
represent  a  range  of  possible  future  activity— both  levels 
and  fleet  mix— at  Logan  Airport. 
So-called  New  Large  /\ircraft  {H\A)  carrying  up  to 
1 ,000  passengers  are  still  just  in  the  discussion  phase. 
No  manufacturer  has  undertaken  serious  development 
of  such  aircraft  yet  which  would  be  a  multi-year 
process.  These  aircraft  would  probably  require 
modifications  to  existing  airport  jetways  and  apron  areas 
along  with  increases  in  taxiway  width  and  turning  area. 
Their  use  would  be  limited  to  extremely  high-density 
mar1<ets,  and  it  is  not  likely  that  Boston  would  be  among 
these.  In  fact  the  number  of  ^umbo  jets"  serving 
Logan  Airport  has  declined  in  recent  years. 
Consequently,  the  NLA  was  not  included  in  the  Future 
Reet  scenanos. 

DELAYSIM  is  a  unique  model  that  simulates  how  Air 
Traffic  Control  uses  an  airports  runways  over  time 
based  on  actual  weather  patterns  and  expected 
demand  conditions.  The  FAA  does  not  have  an 
equivalent  model,  but  uses  a  simplified  (and  less 
precise)  procedure  of  weighting  delays  based  on 
percentage  of  time  different  weather  conditions  exist. 
As  pari  of  the  Airside  EIS/EIR  process,  Massport 
explored  several  regional  alternatives  to  determine  tiie 
extent  to  which  passenger  diversion  to  other  airports 
and  travel  modes  or  the  elimination  of  demand  through 
advances  in  telecommunications  technology  can  solve 
Logan  Airports  current  and  future  delay  problems. 
These  attematives  have  potential  to  atsorb  a  portion  of 
the  growing  demand  for  Logan  Airport  air  services,  but 
they  will  not  provide  sufficient  relief  to  eliminate  the  need 
for  airside  projects.  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  includes  a  complete  discussion  of  the 
regional  tiansportation  planning  context. 


Letter  208:  Robert  D.  Morgese 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

208.2 


Topic  1 

Environmental 
Justice 


Topic  2 

Impacts 


Comment 


Response 


208.3    ;  Purpose  and  Airfield 
Need  Capacity 


208.4    :  Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


...I  ask  tliat  you  consider  social  justice  and  fairness  as 
related  to  the  environmental  effects  in  tfie  short  and  long 
term  of  this  proposal  for  the  good  of  all  residents  and 
visitors. 


...  Why  should  we  continue  to  support  this  antiquated 
airport  location  at  the  expense  of  our  overall  environment, 
taxing  our  communities  and  infrastructure  only  to  see  a 
future  with  limitations  at  Logan  Airport? 


...future  growth  and  delay  scenarios  should  be  resolved 
through  a  regionalized  planning  effort. 


The  environmental  justice  analysis  found  no 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  impacts  to 
low-income  and  minority  populations  from  direct 
project  impacts.  Refer  to  Section  6.2  and  Section 
6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  respectively, 
for  additional  information  on  noise  impacts  and 
environmental  justice. 


A  second  major  airport  is  not  a  solution  to  the 
current  delay  and  congestion  problems  at 
Logan  Airport.  The  Proposed  Project  to  reduce 
delay  and  enhance  safety  at  Logan  Airport  must 
be  implemented  in  the  near  term  to  address 
current  and  future  operating  conditions. 

Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of 
airports  that  includes  T.F.  Green/Providence, 
Worcester  Regional  and  Manchester.  Massport 
has  long  recognized  that  service  development  and 
increased  passenger  traffic  at  these  airports  are 
an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-term  strategy 
to  accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growth. 
Massport  has  actively  encouraged  the 
development  of  regional  airports  and  full  use  of 
other  options,  including  high-speed  rail  to 
Logan  Airport's  largest  market.  New  York. 
Regional  service  was  examined  in  Chapter  2  of 
the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  This  analysis  supports 
the  conclusion  greater  use  of  the  regional  airports 
will  provide  passengers  within  the  service  area  of 
such  airports  with  a  viable  alternative  to  Logan 
Airport.  Since  demand  within  Logan  Airport's 
primary  sen/ice  area  will  remain  strong,  the 
improvements  at  other  regional  airports  will  not 
eliminate  the  need  for  airside  projects  at  Logan 
Airport. 


Letter  208:  Robert  D.  Morgese 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


From-  Arthur  Pugsley@MEPA®EOEA 

^SbTect-  "moses"  <moses@tiac.net> 

^uD^ect:  runway  14/32 

^lach:  Tuesday,  April  13,   1999     5:57:22  EDT 

certify:  N 

Priority:  Normal 
Defer  until : 
Expires : 
Forwarded  by: 


LETTER  209 


Material  here  was  first  printed  as      lot-.-       ^  . 

Record  printed  as  a  letter  to  the  editor  in  the  Chelsea 

Has  Peter  Blute  told  three  lies? 
Peter  Blute  has  told  the  nuhl  i     =r,^  *.u 

runway  14/32.  ^^^^^^  politicians  several  things  about 

At  least  three  of  them  seem  to  be  lies. 

<bold>Only  a  new  runway  will  be  ablf^  ^^  = 

delays  at  Logan  airport:  ""^^^  °f  the  increasing 

)ld> 

under'^i^:^?  Da?a^''"^  operations  at  Logan  on  its  web  pages 

in  1992  the  delay  rate  was  less  than  four  percent   (  3.923^). 

BLtr^s'LV?^^Lf^':h"^^  °-  ^^^^  P-cent   ,2.5x9.,.  peter 

A  reasonable  question  would  be   . . . 

What  did  Peter  Blute  do  that  .ade  the  delay  rate  go  back  up  after  199.  209.1 

Another  would  be  .      whv  h=.=  v,=      ^     •  0/1(1  0 

for  posting  on  Its  web  sitef?  3"''^"  ''^^  98  rates  to  the  FAA 

Another  would  be  .  .  .  why  are  we  worried  about  a  delay  rate  less  than  209.3 

deL^rL^'r^of  :?^r5if  jf,^-  Tot  --'^^i^hed  methods  of  determining 

i  truth  and  the  general  public. 


<bold>The  new  runwav  win  k«       •  ^. 

^way  will  be  uni -directional • 

</bold> 

web  sU.  3taces  t.a.  t.e  pXan  is  .o  con3C^«  a  new 

.^oia>^</bold>  to  extend  runway.  X5r/33X  and  runway  s 
There  are  three  runways  involved. 
And  the  FAA  would  havt^  i-h^  e-  i 

landing.  'he  f.nal  say  about  directions  for  takeoff  and 

^haTrct-  -L^ilu-Uy-i^^eerr  promise  something 

birdTtLTL^3\"^r^^-  --'hin.  -St  be  done  about  the  .i.ratory 

-  article  in  the  Herald  disclosed  that  Massport  is  prepared  to  spend 
Air%o^c%"la%e°'  ^  '°  -ve  the  birds  fro.  .ogan  to  Otis 

SocL'?^'^fSrtL°s".S^e^^"^^  cooperation  of  the  Mass  Audubon 


^Id; 


agree.Lt^°'"^"^°"  "  of  Mass  Audubon  disclaimed  any  such 

A  reasonable  question  would  be  How 

Massport  says?  a  be  ...  How  can  the  public  trust  anything  that 

for  this,  and  any  number  of  r-«=o^^ 

Environmental  Impact  Analysis  by?  contained  in  the  Draft 

Peter  Alachi,  MS,  Biology 

=bold>the  .raft  by  Massport  .ust  be  rejected  out  of  handUU/bold> 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  209 
R.  E.  Moses 
Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


209.1      Purpose  and  Delay 
Need 


209.2      Purpose  and 
Need 


Delay 


209.3     Purpose  and 
Need 


Delay 


209,4  Alternatives 


...What  did...[Massport]  do  that  made  the  delay  rate  go 
back  up  after  1996? 


...Why  has  ...[Massport]  not  given  the  97,  and  98  [delay] 
rates  to  the  FAA  for  posting  on  its  website? 


...Why  are  we  worried  about  a  delay  rate  less  than  4%? 


Runway  14/32  ;  ...How  can  ...[Massport]  promise  [to  control  the  directions 
of  takeoffs  and  landings]? 


Response 

Refer  to  Section  1.4  and  Appendix  C  of  this  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  contains  a  discussion  of  the  FAA  and  U.S.  DOT 
delay  measures  and  historical  data,  along  with  comparisons 
of  Logan  Airport  with  other  United  States  airports.  The  delay 
situation  is  not  at  equilibrium.  FAA  Opsnet  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  peaked  in  1993,  declined  for  two  years  and  are 
rising  again.  Arrival  delays,  which  would  be  directly  affected 
by  Runway  14/32,  have  risen  steadily  since  1994.  In  fact, 
Logan  Airport  is  the  second  most  delayed  airport  in  the  nation 
for  arrivals. 


The  FAA  delay  statistics  on  the  FAA  web  site  are  collected  by 
the  FAA  and  not  by  Massport.  Refer  to  Section  1 .4  and 
Appendix  C  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion 
of  the  FAA  and  DOT  delay  measures  and  historical  data, 
along  with  comparisons  of  Logan  Airport  with  other 
United  States  airports. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  209.1 . 


The  Runway  14/32  concept  under  review  in  this 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  allows  unidirectional  operations 
only  {i.e.,  all  aircraft  arrivals  would  occur  over  Boston  Harbor 
to  the  Runway  32  approach  and  all  departures  would  initiate 
from  the  Runway  14  heading  out  over  Boston  Harbor).  State 
approval  under  MEPA  and  federal  approval  under  NEPA  will 
allow  Runway  14/32  to  proceed  only  on  a  basis  consistent 
with  the  stated  unidirectional  limitations.  Consistent  with  any 
such  approvals,  Massport  will  light  and  stripe  Runway  14/32 
to  accommodate  unidirectional  operations  only. 

Furthermore,  the  location  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  involves 
physical  limitations  that  reinforce  the 
unidirectional  requirements  of  that  improvement  concept.  The 
Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center,  which  is  1 74  feet  high,  is 
within  1,300  feet  of  the  Runway  14.  The  location  of  the 
Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center  invades  applicable 
FAA  approach  surface  glide  slope  requirements,  thereby 
precluding  arrivals  from  the  west  to  the  Runway  14.  Another 
factor  limiting  westerly  operations  on  Runway  14/32  is  the 
lack  of  available  facilities  to  allow  aircraft  to  taxi  to  the 
Runway  32, 

The  unidirectional  limitations  of  Runway  14/32  allow 
maximum  use  of  over-water  operations  and  thereby  limit 
operational  impacts  over  residential  areas.  To  strictly 
reinforce  these  important  environmental  benefits,  Massport 
has  designated  the  intended  unidirectional  limitation  on 
Runway  14/32  as  a  mitigation  measure.  Refer  to  Section  8.5 
of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  regarding  enforcement  of 
unidirectionality  of  Runway  14/32. 


Letter  209:  "Moses" 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


209.5   :  Ecosystems       Rare  Species 


Comment 

Before  construction  can  begin  something  must  be  done 
about  the  migratory  birds  that  nest  at  Logan.  An  article  in 
the  Herald  disclosed  that  Massport  is  prepared  to  spend  a 
quarter  of  a  million  dollars  to  move  the  birds  from  Logan 
to  Otis  Air  Force  Base.  Massport  claimed  it  had  the 
cooperation  of  the  Mass  Audubon  Society  for  this  move.  A 
spokesperson  at  Mass  Audubon  disclaimed  any  such 
agreement. 


Response 

Massport  has  developed  a  comprehensive  on-site  and  off-site 
Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  mitigation  plan  in  close 
coordination  with  the  Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and 
Endangered  Species  Program  (NHESP)  for  loss  of  such 
habitat  at  Logan  Airport  from  construction  of  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway.  The  plan  strives  to  enhance  protection 
of  remaining  Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  at  Logan  Airport 
w/ithout  increasing  the  aviation  safety  hazards  typically 
associated  with  birds  or  hazards  to  the  birds.  Additionally,  it  is 
expected  that  an  area  of  former  Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  at 
Camp  Edwards  on  Cape  Cod  will  be  restored  to  grassland 
habitat  by  removing  woody  and  shrub  vegetation  to 
encourage  enhancement  of  the  Upland  Sandpiper  regional 
population.  This  restoration  effort  provides  a  unique 
opportunity  to  expand  grasslands  in  the  Commonwealth  far 
exceeding  the  +40  acres  to  be  lost  at  Logan  Airport.  In  the 
event  that  such  a  program  at  Camp  Edwards  is  not  available, 
an  appropriate  alternative  program  acceptable  to  the  NHESP 
will  be  developed  and  implemented.  Additional  details  of  the 
Upland  Sandpiper  mitigation  plan  are  presented  in 
Section  6.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  209:  "Moses" 

Pnvate  Citizens:  Chelsea 


BCC  : 


rom: 


ibject : 


ite  : 


Arthur  Pugsley@MEPA®EOEA 
"moses"  <moses@tiac . net > 
Runway  14/3  2 

Tuesday,   April  20,    1999  11:27:39  EDT 


LETTER  210 


Attach: 

Certify: 

Priority 


N 

Normal 


Defer  until : 
Expires : 
Forwarded  by: 


On  4/20/99  the  Boston  Herald  Reported  complaints  of  Airline  passengers. 
Airport  delays  were  not  on  the  list. 

Passengers  complain  about  the  way  they  are  treated  by  the  Airline. 
Massports  delay  statistics  are  not  the  point  for  airline  travelers. 

1.  Massport  claims  that  last  year  there  were  over  120,000  hours  of  delay  at 
Logan . 

2.  There  are  less  than  9000  hours  of  real  time  in  a  year. 

3.  It  is  obvious  that  they  are  counting  delays  more  than  once.  ' 

4.  This  is  not  the  accepted  method  of  delay  counting  according  to  the  ^ 
Federal  Aviation  Agency. 

5.  Since  Massport  has  lied  with  statistics  in  its  EIS  Draft  the  draft  must 
be  rejected  out  of  hand. 


\ 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  210 
R.  E.  Moses 
Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Code     Topic!  Topic  2  Comment 

210.1    :  Delay  j  Model  ;  1.  Massport  claims  that  last  year  there  were  over  120,000 

hours  of  delay  at  Logan. 

2.  There  are  less  than  9,000  hours  of  real  time  in  a  year. 

3.  it  is  obvious  that  they  are  counting  delays  more  than 
once. 

4.  This  is  not  the  accepted  method  of  delay  counting 
according  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency. 

5.  Since  Massport  has  lied  with  statistics  in  its  EIS  Draft,  the 
Draft  must  be  rejected  out  of  hand. 


Response 

The  results  for  1998  presented  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft 
EIS/EIR  were  based  on  preliminary  data.  The  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  contains  updated  information  for  1998,  including 
total  annual  mnway  delays  of  129,500  hours.  These  are 
cumulative  delays  for  all  513,800  flights,  or  an  average  of  15.1 
minutes  per  flight.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains  a 
discussion  on  the  estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays, 
including  a  description  of  FAA  and  DOT  delay  measures  and 
their  limitations.  Estimated  delay  reduction  is  one  of  the 
primary  factors  used  by  the  FAA  for  approving  aviation 
investment  projects. 


Letter  210:  "Moses" 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


40  Beacon  Street 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 
April  21 ,  1999 


LETTER 


Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley-EOAO  No.  10458 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 


Dear  Mr  Pugs ley: 

Beacorst'  Ch^^  "'^f        "  resident , Elaine  McGrath  of 

the  crippi  Ina  'f  r  V  ^rate  to  local  officials  some  of 

the  crippling  effects  of  truck  traffic  leaving  the  Tobin  Bridge 
exxting  on  to  narrow  Chelsea  streets  because  they  are  considered 
Truck  Routes  by  Mass  Highway.     This  video  was  show^  on  0^1^^ 
community  Cable  April  1998  and  also  filmed  that  month  (AprU 
Jalt  p anTfl  ^^^^  dump  trucks 'giin^  he 

in  Chelsea    but  ^"'"'"^  ^°  tanks 

in  Chelsea,  but  the  Air  Cargo  trucks  know  no  slow  season.) 

IT.L  I      t  ''^'^^  ^^^^        ^^P^l^  °^  drowning  out  the  Air 

Cargo  truck  noise,     but  a  few  planes  directly  overhead  do  slip  in 

Stv  Cou^cir'  f''""-  ^  ^^^"^^  °^  tremendous  effort  ^y  our 

LScrtJaffL  residents,  there  may  be  a  late  nigh^  ban 

trucks  wiS  ff  °'  h-^^  told  that 

trucks  will  always  use  this  ramp  because  it  is  a  route  to  the  Airport. 

y^n;!'""^'^?     '"'"''"''^  ^""^^^^^  associated  with  the  desired  airside 

ii^LTobibitir?'^  truck  trips  dai^y^'j.ucks 

TooIt       P^°^^^^ted  from  using  local  streets  and  thus  will  not  impact 

ConSructtor'\''  f"'"'        communities  surrounding  the  airpo"! 
Construction  vehicles  will  be  required  to  use  state  highways  and/or 
mam  airport  roadways  which  are  designated  truck  routes." 

wL  chosen'"  A^^'  '°  ^"l        '"^^  ("average , about " )  truck  trips 

dJfficuJtv'usJna'^r  "  """^  hearings/readings  Massport  has 

giving  is  a  n^er  a^  "'^^^-^^^  ^^t  alone 

giving  us  a  number  as  a  projection.     Massport  is  not  good  in  giving  an 

u        ?n  the'^E^f  58^;    Tn^.  "^^^^  ^  Lportant  IsSue  o 

is  in  adStio^  to'  '^'^^  projected, which  is  itP  Is 

router^'donrf  ^        surrounding  airport  communities  are  designated  truck 
workJnc;  IZ  Z  "^^^^  agencies,  Iwould  hazard  a  guess, 

^h^i^  .     ^  ^        °"  occasion     to  speed  up  truck  traffic  to  the  A^rpor^ 
iourl  on  one  '^"^^  ^°  ^^^^  ^^"^^^  ^  trucks  for'a lew 

5mit  Loaan-s  f      T  ^""^^  °^  residents  hours  working  to 

limit  Logan  s  impacts  on  their  lives  is  also  not  given  in  the  EIS  nor 
considered  a  problem  by  the  writers  of  the  EIS)  ' 


c)     Construction  vehicles  will  b4  u^inrr  t-v,^ 

Massport  uses  presently  for  their  airport  tri??  '''''  "^^^^ 

dump  trucks  (Massport  told  us  no  Bia  n^^^      5      '  ^^"^ 

drihking  coffee  in  'Christies'  Lf^    ''"^^^^"^^^        this  route,  the  drivers 
Chelfi^"^""?!"  "'""^  in  Boston^'''"" 

denterdrs!  accid^ntj"''  "^^""'^  '"""^^ '  ^^^^^i^'  -i-  and  air  pollution, 

"vehicles  will  be  reauired      -     n    m.  ^ 

use  itP    Who  will  enforce  MllsZrt\T  °^  ^  ^"^^  ^° 

overworked-out  there  stopping  trucks^  -r?"^'  shortstaf f ed , 

residential  neighborhoods?   (wh^c^  ^he  ^VJ^V^^  ^""^  of 
residential/conunercial)  neagniDorhood  on  the  film  is  so  called 

r.sfZ%lT..'~^J,^^^^^^^^  waterfront  not  at  its 

seafaring  folk  now  populated  with  '  formally  filled  with 

age,  land  of  origin^y^  TtZl  we^::^:or?t':nd°"  °' 

It  IS  not  mentioned  in  the  EIS  when  It  T  t  unfortunately 

because  Chelsea  was  taken  o^J  the  Noise  r".'      '  ental  Justice  analysis 

monitoring  (noted  in  manv  i::^:::  1  contour  Map  because  of 

inaccurate 

Chelsea  should  be  a  hotbed  ofFn. •  °"  ^^"'^  """^  Massport. 

addressed  with  the  many  : the r  pou'uti:::^':^  ^  ^^"^ 

get  Chelsea-s  minorities  and  rinc^  T^^l^^^^^^^ 

Teltl  L°^uf°h^er^:^\tse^tolr  ^'^^  ^^^^^^'^  "^^^ 

unliveable  so  that  MasJport^rrv  '°  "  town , polluted 

cargo  hangers.  "^^^P°^t  can  take  more  land  for  its  parking  lots  and  air 


Respectfully, 
Mary  Jane  Quinn 


0  I  djL^  -1 

Traffic  Count  m  .  T-  o.*^^  •^'n 

"        ""  ■  St- 


Organized  by  Chelsea  Green  Space  and  Recreation  Committee  ^M.^'ua 

Conducted  by  Environmental  Crew  l<^H'f^ 
puly24,  1997  I 
2p.m.  -3:30  p.m. 


Intersections  of 
Broadway/  Beacon  /  Williams  ^  Cn^^scn  ^  mA- 


Totals 


Cars 
1144 

Total 


Etod  Trucks 
413 


1575 


Buses 
18 


1 


TP 


Z  f 


Traffic  Count 

Organized  by  Chelsea  Green  Space  and  Recreation  Committee 
Conducted  by  The  Environmental  Crew 
July  24,  1997 
2p.m.  -3:30  p.m. 


Chelsea  Terminal  Limited  Partnership 
Tank  Farm 


I  raffic  or  Pedestrian  Counting  Chart 

Name:  ^^^f^j^^ 


Date: 


Start  Time  0:cX)    p^ts         EndW    3;  K 


5 


vnb  \^  Created  by  Penn  Loh.  ACE  (617  442-3343  x24)  7/22/97 
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Time  Period  ©  ^ 


Created  by  Penn  Loh.  ACE  (617  442-3343  x24,  7/22/97 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  211 
Mary  Jane  Quinn 
Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


211.1 


Ground 
Transportation 


Access  to 
Logan 


Comment 

Massport  needs  to  let  us  know  how  129  ("average,  abouf) 
truck  trips  was  chosen.... Their  truck  numbers  are  a  very 
important  issue  to  us.  In  the  EIS,  58  to  500+/day  truck  trips 
are  projected.  Which  is  it?  is  it  in  addition  to? 


Response 


The  number  of  round  trip  tnjck  trips  associated  with 
construction  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  as  presented  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  ranged  from  a  high  of  324  per 
day  to  a  low  of  49  per  day,  with  129  representing  the  average 
number  of  daily  tmck  trips  associated  with  constnjction  of  the 
Airside  Preferred  Alternative.  The  cumulative  number  of  truck 
trips  for  all  concurrent  on-airport  construction  projects  ranged 
from  a  high  of  580  to  a  low  of  eight  per  day.  The  Airside  tmck 
trips  were  included  within  the  cumulative  number. 
Construction  traffic  associated  with  the  airside  improvements 
has  now  been  significantly  reduced  from  the  numbers 
presented  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  as  a  result  of 
the  reduction  of  soil  material  to  be  removed  off-site.  See 
Sections  6.9  and  7.5  of  the  Supplemental  DESI/FEIR  for 
additional  discussion  of  construction  impacts. 


Letter  211:  Mary  Jane  Quinn 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


LETTER  212 


Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 

attention  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley-EOEA  No. 10458 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,     MA  02202 


40  Beacon  Street 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 
April  20,1999 


Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 


anrx^c  n'only  IpL^^L'Se  st'i;^^  neighborhood  for  the  last  9  years 

versus  the  reL.ty  found  S  c^TseT  ^"f  ^^"^^^^^         ^^^^^^  omissions  of 'data    212  1 
reference  to  noise,  air,  odor  pou'; ion    ^""^  ""^'^  °'  ^^^^^ 
Justice  or  'initigation  •  I  knL  •       Lt^'c'n  ^-i-nmental 
existent  concerning  Chelsea^    Of  course    tLn'      "  "  °'  tragically  non- 

drawn  from  such  poor  'info'  gather^n^^         '  'conclusions'  or  projections 

flawed  or  inadequate  because  w^t  vou  had  '""^  '°  considered 

The  EPA's  best  and  most  careful^v  T  ^°  ^^^^  ^'^^h. 

pointless,  since  you  have  nofi^  conclusions  would  have  to  be  considered    OH  0  0 

an  accurate,  thoughtful     thorouah"  '^^'^         requested  of  Massport-        2  2.2 

operations  and  a  comp^^e  picture  '  °'  ""^^^"^  °^ 

Piete  picture  of  environmental  impacts  of  any  proposal. 

A  few  examples : 

loiie' Impacted  pi^^lation^^''^  '^"''^'''^        opportunity  to  reduce  the  most  severely 

admit'Sil'Sn^™:^^:..;^^^^^^^^^                            (see  photos)  .     Massport  will  not  ,  , 

acknowledge  i  t-- they  don  •  t  h^i    /""^^f      population"  GEIR)-so  if  they  won't  2  23 

noise  level  Is  i^  Chelsea  becl    '^^^^^^           "^^^P^^t  can'ttell  you  what  the  ^'^'^ 
1       cLlLT Jz  l  t                   ""^^^  ^^^^                      to  find  out: 

abated-esp  ^'^n^ide  inl  ^Lrn-fht'':  ""'t'  "^T^^ 

officials  told  resident  and  ctl  ^^^^  '^^^led  in  that  time.  Massport 

enough  jet  moise  to  be  in  but  ^^7,^°-n-ill°rs  that  we  probably  do  have  ,  , 

normal  filing  tLr5  ;rs  later   (tLr  ^^^^  ^^-^      2  2  4 

filing  process)  ^""^^  conveniently  brings  it  to  after  this  EIS  ^'^"^ 


mentio;,  3Shout  Lpa  L  "ith  '  '  -^^^-^ 

noise  recorded    dL^enteranrtZ^  "'"'T  ^°  data..."0" 

asKed  specifically  anfL^lTfof third:^  ^^^^^^"^^ 

monito;  o^^hls'leaconlrhomf  1"°""''''°'  ^°  ^  noise 

broken...  BUT  Lerwith'nonJ^ncr^'"'  cielivered=broken. .  .2cd  monitor  delivered^ 
weeks-the  numbers  reportX  monitor'  days  tabulated  in  for  those  few 

Massporfs  ^como  L^"^^^  "'"^  ^""^^  °'  °^  ^-^^^^  2° 

noise  to  give  us(to  be  "eaii^^i^  untrustworthy , how  can  they  decide  how  much  more 

COLLECTION  OF  DATA  IS  TMSpon^^i^^         ^""^^  '^^^  "^^^         ^^^^  '^^^^  THEIR      010  K 

have  the  ne^e  to  send  ifto  ^f' MONITORING  APPEARS  MANIPULATED  and  they  ^'^-^ 
based  on  it.  ''^^^  conclusions  drawn  from  it  and  proposals 

flaw  J ;       t:ir%t:v::iT:r:i  tr\"'K      -e  of  this    , . .  „ 

and  low  income  ponulatin^        tZ  highest  limigrant,  minority        /I?  8 

schools.  many\orri;ok:^.!Burche1f ''"T""  -  the  public"^'" 

e  spoKen    BUT  Chelsea  was  taken  off  the  Conour  Map,  Massport 


and  so  C.rJit^T:^^^^^^  to  Ut  us  .ac.  onto  «ap 

statistically  by  Hassport  Jn  th^L  E^™^  P°P"lati»  doesn't  have  to  be  included 

re.u„ed  for  this  Els.    Again!'ho:  con™:*"^'  "hich"as 
Vol. 1 ,  ES-20 


noxse  contours  and  noise  exposerpopulajon  all  alternatives.. 

Model  version  S.O"     (Sounds  good .    but  se!    ^,""^  ""^""""'^  "="5  the  Integ^ted 
••■the  machines  are  broken.)    How         th!    t^^-'-^  """'^  "re  who's  'mode^W 
"  "assporfs  .odalin,  if  they  can^^or^eon'^^'^^theTb'''*'  '"^ 

Vol.,.es-.e:     ".here^ore  there  are  '  ^  — ^  P-P-y.  ^1^/ 

associated  with  the  Airside  ProjS  "°  ""-"l""-  air  quality  or  odor  impacts  J 

o.ll^  iy/one^^^^a-^e-t^rt  11^^^'^  ^^^^  -  Chelsea  and  not  under 
Hasso"i  T";"  "^'^  'about  260  ft  off  thf    ^  ^''^^S  a  Massport  ' 

e--s.r  I—--  fh-  r  — at  this 

ThTssToT.  '  uk:"it"x:s::d"s     "^ninrdor  ;n ; 

SIhS         "         "^^^  «^amined  thoroghly,  but  perhaps  not 

Their  conclusion...  Chelsp;,  w.i-,.  ^  ^  ^°         QUALITY  PROBLEM 

23,000  large  ^ets  0'':^^",^  n'^r^rVdaT^fr  ''-^^^  an'a^ditional 

...Why?... Because  we  have  no  noise  L  aifpoUutTn'tr'""""^^'  "  "'an  300' 

axr  pollution  that  THEY  can  find. 

The  EIS  has  a  'dollar  value'  for  th.  ■  u  t 
mature  statistical         -i  flight  delays.     i  would  i.-Vo  ^ 

likA        ^^^istical  analysis  showing  how  such      f^J  ^  ^°  several  04  ft  n 

even  cost  effective  alter^na^ivel^^aj  b:";e:dn^"ap;:-  ^^^^^ '  '"^^  - 

our  sJ:ip\'°"'"°'"^^  ""^  orTr^LTllT  ""'^^  '''^  "^"^  direction.r 

pe^o^a'ce^'ie^slt'or'n'  ^^-P-.<^ecreased  wor.  and  school  ' 

ou.  cost  or:uyti;::r   -  212.10 

our  car  insuran'oe^Lo^a/^nia"?  -"^itioner 

(Ml  3  Tunnel  accWentrchf  f """^"^  '°  "oston  .Revere  .Chelsea) 
Damage  to  Our  roads  (fusing  our  flat  Sres°  """""'"^  """""  ij  ba'L, 

"hy  does  LJSort  "JtMtl"'""'  "c  I 

not  ours?  '°  .dollar  value'  on  THEIR- troubles'  but  I 

MASSPORT  APPEARS  TO  PLAY  mt  ' 
BOTHER  TO  COLLECT  THE  NUMBERS  I NUMBERS, BUT  ON  THESE  EXAMPLES,   THEY  DIDN'T  EVEN 

There  may  be  other  wavs  tn  •  ' 

regional  transportation  wit^ourgreatlTH'  ""^^i^-^''  °ther  ways  to  improve  ?1?  11 

But  we  do  not  know  from  the  material  mL  ^'^T  ''""^  environment.  ^  '  " 

chose  to  give  you  or  not  give  you  ^°  ^^^^^^^  °-  not  collect. 


-2- 


="  ^  see^to"^  a.U°\^  /  ^i^eliSn  r.""".^^ 
f«-flun,  operations  ao  to         l.v"    oS "llj^v 

our  days  and  nxghts,our  air,  land  and  ^^ter       ' '  ^hil-^""- 

we've  told  Logan... but  they  did  not  tell  you.  1 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  time,  efforts  and  attention. 

Respectfully, 

Mary  Jane  Ouinn 
40  Beacon  Street 
Chelsea,  MA  02150 


J.   Crv.  U^fL£.c/ 

\V  Table  6-3  // 

Noise-Exposed  Population  by  Community 

Year  80+ L  75-ML 


Boston 
1987 
1990 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1999 

2010t 


0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


6.436 

40.020 

'46.989 

NA 

1.778 

28.970 

30,748 

NA 

264 

2,820 

3,084  1 

NA 

265 

7.698 

8.069  1 

30.895 

851 

■  8.815 

9,772  ,' 

33.765 

374 

8,775 

9^5  ! 

40,992 

3.413 

3,519  1 

16.020 

1.398 

1,504  I 

12.107 

58J  ' 

1,926 

2,032  i' 

12.804 

4 


NA 
NA 
NA 
8.510 
9.750 
8,744 
4.490 
2,788 
3.065 


NA 
NA 
NA 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


6-19   Noise  ^batement 


•>  5   r-TTT^   .u- 


i 


Table  6-3 

Noise-Exposed  Population  by  Community 
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Table  6-3 

Noise-Exposed  Population  by  Community 


>6b 


Year 


Boston* 

1987 

1990 

1993 

1994 

1995 

1996 

1999 

2010-** 

2010t 


1987 
1^ 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1999 
2010*" 
/2010+ 

Everett 

1987 

1990 

1993 

1994 

1995 

1996 

1999 

2010" 

2010+ 


80+ L 


75^  L. 


70-75  L 


•65-70  L. 


ToUl  (65+) 


0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


re. 


Sr 


6-19 


533 
0 
0 
106 
106 
106 
48 
48 
48 


6,436 
1.778 
264 
265 
851 
374 
58 
58 
58 


40,020 
28.970 
2,820 
7.698 
8.815 
8,775 
3.413 
1.398 
1.926 


287 
0 
n 


60-65  L. 


46,989 

NA 

30,748 

NA 

3,064 

MA 

0U.O93 

9  772  1 

1  "VU 

4  0  1 A7 

12,107 

12,804 

7  rwio 

1 }JSC  1 

r 

NA 

4,813  ! 

NA 

A 

NA 

f\ 

w  1 

6,510 

95  ! 

9,750 

0  i 

8,744 

/  0  I 

4,490 

0  i 

2,788 

0  ! 

3.065 

287  ! 

NA 

0  1 

NA 

n  1 

NA 

212.12 


Table  6-3 

Noise-Exposed  Population  by  Community 


1^ 


0^ 


.3 


Boston' 

1987 

1990 

1993 

1994 

1995 

1996 

1999 

2010~ 

2010t 

1987 
1990 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1999 
2010*** 
,2010+ 

Everett 

1987 
1990 


0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


6.436 

40.020 

46,989 

NA 

1.778 

28.970 

30,748 

NA 

264 

2.820 

3.084 

NA 

265 

7.698 

8.069  i 

30.895 

851 

8,815 

9,772 

33.765 

374 

8,775 

9^  1 

40,992 

58> 

3.413 

3.519  i 

16.020 

58r'  ; 

1.398 

1,504  j 

12.107 

58j  • 

1.926 

2.032  1 

12,804 

0 

2.635 

4.457 

7.092 

0 

0 

4.813 

4.813 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0  ^ 

0 

0 

0 

95  ? 

95 

0 

0 

0  ? 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

287 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


I 

I 


NA 
NA 
NA 
8.510 
9.750 
8,744 
4.490 
2,788 


NA 
NA 
NA 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  212 
Mary  Jane  Quinn 
Private  Citizens:  Clielsea 


Code     Topic  1 


212.1 


Topic  2 

Environmental  Impacts 

Review 

Process 


212.2   ;  Environmental  MEPA 
Review 
Process 


212.3  Noise 


Impacts 


212.5  Noise 


Impacts 


Comment 

...On  any  page  of  ttie  EIS  where  this  is  a  reference  to  noise, 
air,  odor  pollution;  air  cargo  truck  traffic;  Environmental 
Justice  or  'mitigation,'  I  know  its  data  collection  is  flawed  or 
tragically  non-existent  concerning  Chelsea.  Of  course,  then, 
any  'conclusions'  or  projections  drawn  from  such  poor  'info' 
gathering  and  reporting  would  have  to  be  considered  flawed 
or  inadequate  because  what  you  had  been  given  to  work 
with  was  such. 


...you  have  not  been  given  what  MEPA  had  requested  of 
Massport— an  accurate,  thoughtful,  thorough  accounting  of 
present  impacts  of  Logan  and  its  operations  and  a  complete 
picture  of  environmental  impacts  of  any  proposal. 


Chelsea  is  severely  impacted  by  jet  noise  (see  photos). 
Massport  will  not  admit  this  on  paper  (ex:  'D  noise  impacted 
population"  GEIR)— so  if  they  won't  acknowledge  it— they  don't 
have  to  reduce  it!  Massport  can't  tell  you  what  the  noise  level  is 
in  Chelsea  because  they  have  chosen  not  to  find  out 

Chelsea  was  taken  out  of  the  Noise  Contour  Map  and  yet  our 
noise  has  not  abated,  esp.  considering  that  flight  operations 
have  doubled  in  that  time.  Massport  officials  told  residents  and 
Chelsea  City  Councilbrs  that  we  probably  do  have  enough  jet 
noise  to  be  in  but  they  wouldn't  file  this  info  with  FAA  till  their 
normal  filing  time  5  years  later.  (This  conveniently  brings  it  to 
after  this  EIS  filing  process.) 


. .  .how  can  they  decide  how  much  more  noise  to  give  us  (to  be 
"equitable')  if  they  don't  know  what  we  have  now?  THEIR 
COLLECTION  OF  DATA  IS  INADEQUATE,  THEIR 
MONITORING  APPEARS  MANIPULATED  and  they  have  the 
nerve  to  send  it  to  the  EPA  with  conclusions  drawn  from  it  and 
proposals  based  on  it 


Response 

Noise  was  identified  as  the  only  off-airport  impact  associated 
with  the  Preferred  Alternative  (refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  on  noise  impacts). 
Environmental  and  health  studies  relating  to  the  City  of 
Chelsea  were  reviewed  to  assess  the  potential  for  other 
cumulative  or  multiple  adverse  exposures,  since  the  increase 
in  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  associated  with 
the  Preferred  Alternative  is  primanly  within  this  community.  A 
review  of  issues  within  Chelsea  indicated  a  concem  regarding 
toxic  discharges  associated  with  industrial  facilities,  tmck 
emissions,  and  contamination  of  Chelsea  Creek.  There  was 
nothing  to  suggest  that  these  issues  increased  the  noise 
impacts  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Mitigation 
of  the  increased  noise  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour 
will  be  provided  to  affected  communities  in  the  form  of 
residential  sound  insulation.  Refer  to  Section  6.8  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  additional  information. 

The  dispersion  model  portion  of  the  LDMS  is  an  EPA- 
approved  model.  The  methodology  is  consistent  with  FAA 
and  EPA  guidelines. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  respond  to  federal  and  state  scoping  directives 
and  applicable  FAA  environmental  orders  and  all  other  NEPA 
and  MEPA  requirements,  and  provide  appropnate  analytical 
content  for  assessing  alternatives. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that  "...the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this 
project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act...".  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 

Tables  6.2-4  and  6.2-5  show  the  noise  exposed  population  for 
Chelsea  for  the  29M  Low  and  37.5M  High  Reel  scenarios, 
respectively.  Although  both  show  no  noise  exposed  population  in 
DNL  70  dB  and  above,  both  show  noise  exposed  population  in  the 
DNL  65  dB  and  DNL  60  dB  and  above  categories. 

Chelsea  appears  on  the  basemaps  showing  the  noise  contours  for 
each  of  the  fleets  and  alternatives  studied.  The  community  is 
exposed  to  noise  either  from  60  to  65  dB  or  from  65  to  70  dB, 
depending  on  the  fleet  and  alternative  being  evaluated.  Chelsea  is 
also  listed  as  a  separate  community  in  the  tables  of  population 
counts  by  increment  of  exposure  (Tables  6.24  through  6.2-7  and 
6.2-20  and  6.2-21). 

Comment  noted.  The  EPA  will  draw  its  own  conclusions  regarding 
the  efficacy  of  the  data  and  findings  presented  here. 


Letter  212:  Mary  Quinn 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 


212.6 


Topic  1 

Environmental 
Justice 


Topic  2 

Impacts 


Comment 


212.7 


Noise 


Impacts 


212.8      Air  Quality 


Impacts 


Now  we  are  discovering  that  Massport  benefits  from  tfie  use 
of  this  flawed,  manipulated  data.  Chelsea  has  one  of  the 
highest  immigrant,  minority  and  low  income  population  in 
the  state— 7  languages  'officially"  used  in  the  public  schools, 
many  more  spoken— BUT  Chelsea  was  taken  off  the 
Contour  Map... 


Vol.  1 ,  ES-20:  "Noise  modeling  analysis  was  conducted  for 
all  alternatives...  noise  contours  and  noise-exposed 
populations  were  determined  using  the  Integrated  Model 
version  5.0."  (Sounds  good. ..but  see  above. ..I  don't  care 
who's  'modeling'... the  machines  are  broken.)  How  can  the 
public,  the  EPA,  the  courts  have  faith  in  Massport's 
modeling  if  they  can't  or  won't  gather  basic  info  property. 

...Massport  has  been  told  by  residents  for  years  that  on 
takeoff  and  landings  at  this  level  [260  ft.]  we  see  emissions 
spewing  from  the  jets.  Massport  told  us  that  what  we  see  is 
"harmless,  it's  been  tested"  or  "you  don't  see  anything, 
nothing  comes  out."  We  would  like  to  see  a  study  included 
in  an  EIS  reporting  what  is  raining  down  on  us  and  at  such 
close  quarters.  We  would  like  it  examined  thoroughly,  but 
perhaps  not  by  Massport  (can  you  blame  us?). 


Response 

The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  was  expanded  for  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Low-income  and  minority 
populations  were  defined  in  accordance  with  Federal 
Executive  Order  12898,  the  U.S.  DOT  Final  Order,  and  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  guidance  on 
environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis  of  low-income 
populations  was  expanded  to  include  households  at 
150  percent  of  poverty  level.  This  analysis  found  that  there  is 
no  high  and  adverse  disproportionate  impact  to  low-income 
and  minority  populations  caused  by  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  borne  by  low-income 
or  minority  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
minority,  compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minority  population 
of  38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Altemative  includes  a 
predominately  Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which  is 
predicted  under  worst  case  assumptions  to  experience  an 
increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change 
is  not  a  significant  adverse  impact  The  minority  and 
low-income  populations  in  South  Boston  and  East  Boston 
affected  by  the  Preferred  Altemative  65  dB  DNL  contour  are 
almost  identical  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  65  dB  DNL 
contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  does  not  extend  into 
Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury  and  the  South  End.  Mitigation  of  the 
increased  noise  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  will  be 
provided  to  affected  communities  in  the  form  of  residential 
sound  insulation.  A  discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice 
analysis  is  presented  in  Section  6.8  of  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

Comment  noted.  The  EPA  will  draw  its  own  conclusions 
regarding  the  efficacy  of  the  data  and  findings  presented 
here. 


In  1997,  Massport  conducted  a  Soot  Deposition  Study  at 
Logan  Airport  and  the  surrounding  communities.  The  results 
of  this  study  did  not  identify  any  discemable  differences  in 
samples  collected  on,  or  in  the  vicinity  of,  the  airport 
compared  to  samples  collected  away  from  the  airport.  DEP 
also  maintains  a  permanent  air  monitoring  station  (the 
"Bremen  Street"  station)  in  close  proximity  to  Logan  Airport. 
Data  collected  at  this  station  has  continually  shown  that  the 
air  quality  meets  the  NAAQS. 


Letter  212:  MaryOuinn 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 


212.9 


Delay 


Topic  2 
Model 


212.10 


Environmental 
Justice 


Impacts 


212.11  !  Alternatives 


Other  Non- 
consfnjction 
Alternatives 


Comment 

The  EIS  has  a  'dollar  value'  for  the  flight  delays.  I  would  like 
to  see  several  mature  statistical  analyses  showing  how 
such  a  figure  was  derived.  I  would  also  like  to  see  an 
unbiased,  detailed  reporting  of  what  exactly  was  the  cause 
of  each  delay. ... 


Why  isn't  there  an  economic  breakdown  for  the  citizens  of 
the  dozens  of  communities  affected  by  Logan  and  its 
operations  and  traffic''  What  is  the  'dollar  value'  lost  for  OUR 
delays  on  airport  traffic— every  day  (no  matter  what  the 
wind  direction!) 

•  health  cost/missed  work  or  school  days, 

•  sleep  loss  resulting  in  decreased  lifespan,  decreased 
wor1<  and  school  perfomnance, 

•  cost  of  buying  (and  running  24  hrs/day)  an  air  conditioner 

•  damage  to  our  roads 

•  our  own  'soundproofing'  which  we've  paid 

•  our  cracked  walls  and  shattered  windows,  etc. 

Why  does  Massport  just  get  to  put  THEIR  'dollar  value'  on 
THEIR  troubles,'  but  not  ours? 


Response 

The  cost  of  delay  analysis  presented  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  is  based  on 
a  methodology  recommended  by  the  FAA.  The  cost  of  delay 
to  a  passenger  ($27  per  hour)  is  a  weighted  average  cost  for 
business  and  leisure  passengers.  Refer  to  FAA  APO  Bulletin 
APO-97-1. 

Chapters  1  and  4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provide 
analysis  of  delays  at  Logan.  Delays  pnmarily  occur  when 
wind  or  weather  conditions  require  the  use  of  configurations 
with  fewer  than  three  active  runways  or  when  poor  weather 
requires  increased  separation  distances  between  aircraft. 
Proposed  Runway  14/32  would  be  designed  to  reduce  delays 
at  Logan  Airport  from  adverse  winds  Refer  to  Section  1 .4  and 
Appendix  C  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains  a 
description  of  the  delay  factors  at  Logan  Airport,  and  a 
discussion  of  the  FAA  and  U.S.  DOT  delay  measures  and 
historical  data,  along  with  comparisons  of  Logan  Airport  with 
other  United  States  airports. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  documents  comply  with  all  applicable  NEPA  and 
MEPA  requirements.  A  cost  benefit  analysis  is  not  required 
by  federal  or  state  law  and  would  not  provide  appropnate 
context.  Cost  information  mentioned  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  is  intended 
to  provide  analytic  context. 


There  may  be  other  ways  to  improve  Logan's  efficiency, 
other  ways  to  improve  regional  transportation  without  greatly 
damaging  lives  and  the  environment.  But  we  do  not  know 
from  the  material  Massport  has  chosen  to  collect  or  not 
collect,  chose  to  give  you  or  not  give  you. 


The  improvement  concepts  evaluated  in  the  Airside  Project 
Analysis  evolved  from  prior  studies  including  the  FAA's  Logan 
Capacity  Enhancement  Plan  (October  1992);  the  Logan 
Runway  Incursion  Mitigation  Plan/Taxiway  Relocation  Study 
(December  1 993);  the  Logan  Final  GBR  (July  1 993);  and  the 
Logan  Airside  Improvements  Feasibility  Study,  Phase  1 
Report,  published  in  July  1 995.  The  FAA  evaluated  a 
numerous  physical,  operational,  and  administrative  concepts 
for  reducing  Logan  Airport  delays  in  its  Boston  Logan 
international  Airport  Capacity  Enhancement  Plan.  The  FAA 
recommended  several  improvement  concepts,  including 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32,  for  further  study.  These 
improvement  concepts,  as  well  as  concepts  from  other 
studies,  were  individually  examined  by  Massport  in  the  Logan 
Airside  Feasibility  Study,  published  in  July  1 995.  Based  on 
the  Feasibility  study,  some  concepts  were  rejected  and  the 
most  promising  concepts  were  combined  into  the  Alternatives 
considered  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  The 
alternatives  analysis  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  is 
consistent  with  state  and  federal  scoping  directives  for  the 
Airside  Project.  The  results  of  the  Airside  analysis  indicate 
that  alternatives  that  include  unidirectional  Runway  14/32 
provide  the  most  benefit  in  ternis  of  delay  reduction  and 
ability  to  achieve  PRAS  goals. 


Letter  212:  MaryQuinn 

Phvate  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 
212.12 


Topic  1 

Noise 


Topic  2 

Model 


Comment 

Table  6-3,  Noise-Exposed  Population  by  Community  [in 
Logan  GEIR]... averaged  [noise]  over  24  tirs  and 
7  day/week.  Not  per  exposure.  [There  are  still]. ..many 
planes  with  >65  Ldn  over  Chelsea... [These  are]  creative 
statistics.  Must  have  independent  study  [by  an]  Independent 
group  giving  ...[Massport]  data  so  that  ...[Massport]  may 
make  an  informed  decision. 


Response 

Table  6-3  in  the  Logan  Airport  1994/1995  GEIR  is  similar  to 
that  in  Tables  6.2.4  and  6.2.5  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  also  gives  values 
of  the  maximum  sound  levels  at  23  sites  in  Table  6.2.8  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and  the  time-above  threshold  at 
those  sites  in  Table  6.2.13  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Additional  data  can  be  found  in  the  Appendix  E  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
uses  the  DNL  as  the  primary  descriptor  of  aircraft  noise 
exposure  in  the  community.  This  metric  was  developed  by  the 
United  States  EPA  for  this  purpose  and  was  found  by  the 
EPA  to  correlate  better  with  the  effects  of  noise  on  humans 
than  any  other  descriptor.  The  methodology  used  is  in  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  is  in  accordance  with  all  applicable 
federal  guidelines  and  is  the  same  methodology  that  would 
be  required  for  a  noise  study  performed  by  any  other 
independent  fimn. 


Letter  212:  MaryQuinn 

Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  213 
Mary  Quinn 
Private  Citizens:  Chelsea 


Code     Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

213.1    i  Noise 

impacts 

;  [Massport's  conclusion  that  there  are]  "zero  noise  impacts 
1  on  Chelsea"  [is  based  on]  faulty  data  from  [a]  broken  noise 
1  monitor  [or]  Admiral's  HilL 

The  noise  monitoring  site  on  Admiral's  Hill  played  no  part  in 
analyzing  noise  from  future  alternatives  with  Future  Fleet 
scenarios. 

Letter  213:  Mary  Quinn 

Pnvate  Citizens:  Chelsea 


( 


LETTER  214 
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214.3 


214.4 


Maitha  K.  Gjcstcby 
I  -^C*  Pasture  Rd 

Cohassct,  MA  02025 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  214 
Martha  Gjestby 
Private  Citizens:  Cohasset 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

214.1 

General 
Support 

1  The  EIS/EIR  has  been  fairly  well  done.  1  support  the  use 
of  new  runway  described  in  the  report,  it  will  eliminate 
delays  and  ease  some  airways'  problems. 

214.2 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

If  you  develop  Hanscom  or  Worcester  Airport  as  the 
second  airport,  how  does  one  deal  with  transfers  from 
major  airlines  to  small  planes  that  travel  to  Nantucket, 
Bangor,  etc.? ... 

214.3 

Alternatives 

Operational 
Restrictions 

...More  flights,  if  possible,  should  ascend  or  descend  over 
the  ocean  before  turning  at  higher  altitudes  west,  south 
and  north. 

214.4 

Air  Quality 

Impacts 

Not  mentioned  in  the  report  is  the  problem  of  fuel 
dropping  in  detail.  Fuel  does  drop  over  Cohasset  when 
descending  to  Logan.  My  house  is  under  the  path,  thus 
we  join  the  other  communities  of  the  negative  effects  and 
aspects  of  an  urban  airport. 

214.5 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

The  best  solution  in  time  is  moving  the  airport  to  a  new 
area  such  as  Hanscom  and/or  South  Weymouth. ... 

Response 


Comment  noted. 


Commuter  airlines  serving  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely  to  move 
a  significant  number  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to 
Hanscom  Field  or  Worcester  Regional  Airport,  since 
approximately  50  percent  of  passengers  on 
Logan  Airport's  commuter  flights  connect  to  other 
Logan  Airport  flights. 

The  operations  of  Proposed  Runway  14/32  would  be  over  the 
water.  The  departures  on  Runway  14  would  tum  over  the 
inner  harbor  and  proceed  out  the  hartDor  mouth,  as  do  the 
departures  on  Runway  15R,  the  nighttime  preferential 
mnway.  Similarly,  the  last  several  miles  of  the  approach  path 
to  Runway  32  would  be  over  water  and  largely  uninhabited 
islands.  When  Runway  14/32  is  in  operation,  it  would  reduce 
the  noise  exposure  over  populated  communities. 


Fuel  dumping  (dropping)  typically  occurs  only  in  aircraft 
emergencies.  Air  traffic  control  makes  every  effort  to  direct 
the  pilot  away  from  residential  and  other  populated  areas 
during  this  procedure.  Notwithstanding  the  above,  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  requirements  allow  fuel 
dumping  at  or  above  an  altitude  of  2,000  feet,  This  distance 
above  ground  allows  much  of  the  fuel  to  evaporate  and 
disperse.  Thus,  emergency  fuel  dumping  should  have  little  or 
no  impact  on  human  health  and  welfare. 

Section  2.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discusses 
passenger  and  activity  growth  at  the  regional  airports  and 
their  effect  on  Logan  Airport's  projected  passenger  and 
activity  levels.  With  regard  to  ridership  projections  on 
Amtrak's  high-speed  rail,  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
described  in  detail  the  best  current  information.  No  updated 
projections  are  available.  Refer  to  Appendix  B  for  Amtrak's 
letter  stating  that  no  revised  ridership  estimates  are  available, 

Massport  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  development,  operation 
or  use  of  infrastmcture  at  airports  other  than  Logan  Airport, 
Hanscom  Field,  and  Worcester  Regional  Airport  (as  of 
January  15,  2000).  Massport  plays  no  role,  however,  in  the 
decisions  of  pnvate  airlines  regarding  air  sen/ice  routes  or 
service  levels.  As  proprietor  of  Logan  Airport.  Massport's 
primary  responsibility  is  to  supply,  operate,  and  maintain 
Logan  Airport's  infrastructure  that  includes  the  mnways, 
taxiways,  terminal  buildings,  parking  facilities  and  access 
roads.  As  a  recipient  of  federal  airport  grants,  Massport  must 
adhere  to  grant  covenants  that  require  it  to  operate 
Logan  Airport  in  such  a  way  so  as  to  ensure  access  and 
availability  for  public  use  on  fair  and  reasonable  terms  and 
without  unjust  discrimination. 


Letter  214:  Martha  Gjestby 

Private  Citizens:  Cohasset 


123Stoughu»Stieet 
I>>rchcstcr.MAQ2I25 


April  16,1999 


Arthur  Pugsley 
MEPAUnit 

Executive  Office  of  EnvironmentaJ  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20th  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Sirs. 


LETTER  215 


I'm  sure  you  are  all  well  aware  of  all  the  i^ues  regarding  .he  pmpo«d  e,™„,i™,  r  , 

Airport  with  nmwav  14/17  .■  ^  ™  P"'P°'*°  "P"iaon  of  Logan  Oir-1 

fewZ^H,     ,  P'^""'™"?"?  for  review  at  your  office  in  iust  a  '^Ij.l 

few  shor,  day,,  I  w,sh  to  register  my  strong  oppo^idon  to  the  plan.  TT^  L  ^^e  " 

known;  ,„crea«d  air  and  noise  ;„lluuon  are  just  two  of  then,  There  is  ,o 

»m,der  the  envitonmental  jusdce    the  ptoposal.  No  one  can  reaso  Jy  s«™,io„ 

ofU«  mnway  „  anything  but  ex^io,.  But  if  we  are  all  going  to  enjoy  tl^el«tfmrf 

™d  a.  travel,  we  must  all  take  on  the  burdens  that  come  with  it.  lX„l,fo 

Uck  »d  look  at  all  options.  inclucBng,  but  no,  lintited  to.  increased  reliaT^  oTj^Z"  2152 

Z  't'r  f"'""*"  "^""^  ^nspottation  plan  before  considering  newTways 

:^rtrrje^';iirzr'--^ 


Regards, 


Michael  P.  County 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  21 5 
Michael  P.  County 
Private  Citizens:  Dorcliester 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Response 


. . .  As  the  proposal  is  coming  up  for  review  at  your  office  in  just  a 
few  short  days,  I  wish  to  register  my  strong  opposition  to  the 
plan.  The  cons  are  well  known;  increased  air  and  noise  pollution 
are  just  two  of  them.  There  is  also  a  reason  to  consider  the 
environmental  justice  of  the  proposal. . . . 


215.2  Regional 

Transportation 


Regional 
Airports 


. . .  Massport  must  go  back  and  look  at  all  options,  including,  but 
not  limited  to,  increased  reliance  on  rail  travel  and  the 
development  of  a  regional  transportation  plan  before 
considering  new  runways. 


The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  in  Section  6.8  was  expanded  for 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Low-income  and  minority  populations 
were  defined  in  accordance  with  Federal  Executive  Order  1 2898, 
the  U.S.  DOT  Final  Order,  and  the  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality's  guidance  on  environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis 
of  low-income  populations  was  expanded  to  include  households  at 
1 50  percent  of  poverty  level.  This  analysis  found  that  there  is  no 
high  and  adverse  disproportionate  impact  to  low-income  and 
minority  populations  caused  by  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  borne  by  lownncome  or 
minority  populations.  Only  2 1  percent  of  the  population  within  the 
65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  minority, 
compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minority  population  of  38  percent 
Less  than  two  percent  of  tie  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL 
contour  for  ttie  Preferred  Alternative  has  a  household  income  less 
tiian  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The  additional  area  within  the 
65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative 
includes  a  predominately  Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which 
is  predicted  under  worst  case  assumptions  to  experience  an 
increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change  is  not 
a  significant  adverse  impact.  The  minority  and  low-income 
populations  in  South  Boston  and  East  Boston  affected  by  the 
Preferred  Alternative  65  dB  DNL  contour  are  almost  identical  to  the 
No  Action  Alternative.  The  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the 
Prefen-ed  Alternative  does  not  extend  into  Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury 
and  the  South  End.  Mitigation  of  the  increased  noise  virthin  tfie 
65  dB  DNL  contour  will  be  provided  to  affected  communities  in  the 
fomi  of  residential  sound  insulation. 

The  alternative  analysis  conforms  to  FAA  and  MEPA  scoping 
directives.  The  impact  of  the  regional  alternatives  has  been 
addressed  through  the  study  of  a  range  of  forecast  activity  levels. 
Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  tfie  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  comprehensive  discussion  of 
regional  alternatives. 

Massport  advocates  increased  use  of  the  regional  airports  and 
high-speed  rail  services,  in  addition  to  construction  of  Runway  14/32 
and  the  ottier  airside  improvement  projects  at  Logan  Airport,  as  a 
comprehensive  plan  for  ensuring  an  efficient  and  balanced  regional 
ti^nsportation  system.  As  the  analysis  in  Chapter  2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  indicates,  Uiese  off-airport  altematives  are 
expected  to  reduce  aircraft  traffic  growth  pressures  at  Logan  /Airport, 
but  they  will  not  eliminate  airside  delays  at  Logan  Airport  that  occur 
because  of  a  third  operating  runway  during  penods  of  northwest 
winds.  The  Preferred  Altemative,  which  specifically  addresses  this 
deficiency,  is  necessary  and  provides  clear  benefits  at  current 
aircraft  traffic  levels.  These  benefits  will  only  increase  in  the  future, 
even  as  developments  at  the  regional  airports  and  high-speed  rail  to 
New  Yor1<  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at  Logan  Airport. 


Letter  21 5:  Michael  P.  County 

Private  Citizens:  Dorchester 
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Wednesday,   April  21,    1999  16:53:29  EDT 
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LETTER  216 


Dear  Mr.  Pugsley, 


216.1 


I  am  writing  to  voice  ra\  -once-rn 

Massport's  Environmental  Impacrstudv  is^?nJ°  ^T^'t  Airport's  runways 

data  instead  of  1998  data,  Ld  because  ft  dn^c^f?  ^^^^^^  ^^^^  1^93 
environmental  problems  or  the  economic  iL        ^  ^^^^^^  ^nd 

that  will  be  caused  by  Runway  lT/32  ^""^^^  ^^^^'^^  devaluation)  ^^^^ 

wiU^Lve'L^our"L\'gSS?ho^  -^-^-e  impact  they 

Sincerely, 

Ba>-bara  McDonough 
y      hilltop  Street 

Chester,  Ma  02124 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  216 
Barbara  McDonough 
Private  Citizens:  Dorchester 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


216.1      Analysis  Base  Year       ;  I  am  writing  to  voice  my  concern  over  plans  to  expand 

Assumptions/  Logan  Airport's  runways.  Massport's  Environmental  Impact 

Methodologies  ,  ;  Study  is  inadequate  because  it  uses  1993  data  instead  of 

1998  data. 


216.2      Public  Health  Effects 


Massport's  Environmental  Impact  Study  is  inadequate 
because  it  doesn't  look  at  the  health  and  environmental 
problems  or  the  economic  losses  (real  estate  devaluation) 
that  will  be  caused  by  Runway  14/32. 


Response 

The  projections  of  future  airfield  delays  at  Logan  Airport  are 
not  based  on  analysis  and  modeling  of  delays  which  occurred 
during  1993.  The  analysis  for  1993  was  included  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  provide  historical  perspective 
to  the  delay  problem  at  Logan  Airport  and  for  use  in 
model  calibration.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes 
delay  and  environmental  analyses  for  1998  to  reflect  cun-ent 
conditions  and  to  provide  context  to  the  delay  problem  at 
Logan  Airport.  The  appropriate  companson  for  assessing 
future  year  conditions  and  the  effectiveness  of  the 
Airside  Project  is  a  comparison  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  to 
the  No  Action  Alternative,  not  a  comparison  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  to  the  base  year. 


The  available  public  health  studies  for  communities  adjacent 
to  Logan  Airport  were  reviewed  and  are  presented  in 
Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Public  health 
status  reports  were  available  for  the  City  of  Boston;  however, 
comparable  public  health  reports  were  not  available  from  the 
Public  Health  Departments  of  Chelsea,  Revere,  and 
Winthrop.  A  review  of  the  available  information  did  not 
indicate  any  causal  relationship  based  on  proximity  to  the 
airport. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  respond  to  federal  and  state  scoping  directives 
and  applicable  FAA  environmental  orders  and  all  other  NEPA 
and  MEPA  requirements,  and  provide  appropriate  analytical 
content  for  assessing  alternatives. 

According  to  40  CFR  Part  1502  Environmental  Impact 
Statements  Regarding  Cost-Benefit  analysis "  for  purposes  of 
complying  with  the  act,  the  weighing  of  the  merit  and 
drawbacks  of  the  various  alternatives  need  not  be  displayed 
in  a  monetary  cost-benefit  analysis..."  The  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  respond  to 
federal  and  state  scoping  directives  and  applicable  FAA 
environmental  orders  and  all  other  NEPA  and  MEPA 
requirements,  and  provide  appropriate  analytical  content  for 
assessing  alternatives. 


Letter  216:  Barbara  McDonough 

Private  Citizens:  Dorchester 


LETTER  217 


John  C.  SUva 

Manager,  Environmental  Programs 
Airports  Division,  FAA-600 
New  England  Region 
12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 


April  21, 1999 


Secretaiy  of  Environmental  Afeirs 
Attention  MEPA  OfBce 
Arthur  Pugsley  -  EO^  #  10458 
100  Cambridge  Street 
20thFIoor 
Boston,  MA  02202 


Mr.  John  Silva  and  Arthur  Pugsley: 


content  to  make  an  in&nned  dZon  T^s^^^^l^f  ^  ^ ^^'^'^ 

(including  Massport)  conclude  that^  Sve^L"^  ^'  ^  ^""^  ^  <=^  Vae   ^  '  • ' 

sampled  H  deficit,,  and  excludes  crit^  ■0^=1:,'::::^^^^"  "^'^  *n  d>e  La 

2.  How  vva.  the  m,i«  level  sanvUng  collected  in  Roxbuiy? 

eSr^tS^-iL:^:^-^^i"-t.e,uenc.and 

'  '^'^  '^'^      -e^ed  cpetations  flying  over  Koxbu.,  and 

we"'d:Sedl^r  m:t^^'^  "^"^  ™  of  no,se  exccedance.  21 7.2 

'*^o^'rofrX"sr'^°^'^'-'^'^^*-'>'"'^si.-'p'a^^^ 

wc^'^I^eT'  ■^'^  to  opctate  in  proper 

"  ^"^^S^cTi^^tl^en^dr^^  At  What  peri,  did  ...occur 

^^^^''^^'^^Z^^'Z^^  a.  Ugan.  why  did  d.e  FAA  not  21  J  3 
community  status?  Why  did  the  FAA  nM  ^  1^       impacted  ^  " '"^ 

for  sound  proofing  of  pubUc  Z  '^'^      ^"^^  M^^Pon 

changed  fly  over  Itabury  and  D^^7!Z^,I  '"'^"^  '"els  when  the  flight  path  ^  01 7  / 
residents?  ^  ™  "orchestcr  which  prompted  excessive  noise  level  complaints  by  community  ' '  '  •  ^ 


EOEA  #  10458 

JolmSUva,FAA  -  Aithur  Pugsley,  MEPA 


Roxbuzy  or  Do^SS^Jl^^'ri^„r"  ''"'^       "^'^  such  as  ^  " 

»TJ.;^- '  "  soil  quality       ™U,  Logan  modcmizatiou  um^gula^d 

renK>vingo;^4Si^'S2S^^^*"°'fr™^'^ 

P^ive»vi„«™e..i„^tr:lSS^^^^  217.8 


Respectfully  submitted. 


L.  Rucker 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  217 
Karen  L.  Rucker 
Private  Citizens:  Dorcliester 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


217.1 


Noise 


l\^odel 


217.2   ;  Noise 


Impacts 


Pages  ES-22  and  ES-23  indicate  a  2-miie  inland  impact  of 
Day/Nigiit  Sound  Levels--65  dB  contours  for  Alt.  1 A  and 
Alt.  4.  However,  more  traffic  has  consistently  traveled  over 
Roxbury  and  parts  of  Dorcfiester  (a  radius  in  excess  of  2 
miles  from  Logan  Airport)  during  tfie  period  of  sampling. 
How  can  thie  model  produce  accurate  results  when  the 
radius  of  land  covered  is  grossly  understated  for  data 
sampling  and  how  can  anyone  (including  Massport) 
conclude  that  one  alternative  provides  less  noise  over 
another  alternative  when  the  data  sampled  is  deficient 
and  excludes  critical  noise  level  exceedances? 

How  was  the  noise  level  sampling  collected  in  Roxbury? 

a)  Specifically,  what  time  of  day  and/or  night  and  in  what 
frequency  and  over  how  many  days  or  months  were  the 
data  collected  to  assess  sound  levels? 

b)  Did  the  sampling  days  and  times  coincide  with  the 
increased  operations  flying  over  Roxbury  and  Dorchester? 

I.  If  not,  how  can  the  model  used  by  Massport  be  accurate 
in  its  assessment  of  the  sound  level  impact  to 
communities  south  of  Roxbury  and  Dorchester? 

II.  If  so,  what  were  the  noise  levels  recorded  and  how 
many  occurrences  of  noise  exceedances  were  detected 
by  the  monitor? 

c)  Was  the  noise  monitor  in  proper  working  order  every  day 
from  the  original  placement  to  the  final  removal  day  of  the 
noise  monitor? 

I.  If  not,  how  many  days  and  number  of  hours  did  the 
noise  monitor  fail  to  operate  in  proper  wori<ing  order? 

II.  Was  the  failure  of  the  noise  monitor  detected  and 
replaced?  At  what  period  did  this  occur  and  what 
work-arounds  or  testing  was  implemented? 


Response 

The  contours  in  Figures  ES-5  and  ES-6  on  pages  ES-22  and 
ES-23  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  are  for  Day/Night 
Sound  Levels  (DNL)  of  65  dB.  The  analysis  extended  much 
further  from  Logan  Airport  than  required  for  the  65  dB  DNL 
contours  and  for  the  60  dB  DNL  contours  which  may  be  found 
in  the  Appendix  E  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  The 
analysis  in  Roxbury  and  Dorchester  included  representative 
flight  tracks  over  each  community,  with  annual  average 
aircraft  operations  on  each  flight  track,  so  that  aircraft  noise 
was  accounted  for  in  each  community. 


Noise  data  were  acquired  in  Roxbury  for  the  tests  of  the 
Runway  27  departure  procedure  in  the  winter  of  1991  to 
1992.  These  data  indicated  a  reasonable  correlation  between 
measurement  and  modeling  based  on  the  radar  tracks.  In 
1997,  a  permanent  noise  monitor  was  installed  in  the  Boston 
Latin  Academy  in  Roxbury  under  the  new  flight  path.  The 
data  for  part  of  1997  were  reported  in  the  1997  Annual 
Update  in  Table  5-5,  and  the  data  for  1998  were  reported  in 
the  1998  Annual  Update  in  Table  5-6.  The  1998  data  show 
both  the  total  noise  and  the  total  noise  from  aircraft,  as  well 
as  the  INM-calculated  values  of  DNL.  The  agreement  is 
excellent. 


Letter  21 7:  Karen  L.  Rucker 

Pnvate  Citizens;  Dorchester 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

217.3   I  Environmental 
Justice 


Comment 


Impacts 


217.4 


217.5 


217.6 


Noise 


Soundproofing 


As  a  result  of  increased  traffic  over  Roxbury  and  Dorcliester 
from  delays  at  Logan,  why  did  tfie  FAA  not  review  ttiese  two 
low  income  minority  communities  to  detemfiine  whether  they 
qualify  for  impacted  community  status? 


Noise  Impacts  In  assessing  noise  levels  and  determining  the  classification 

of  an  impacted  community,  what  is  FAA's  role  in  controlling 
or  preventing  planes  from  flying  below  legal  and/or 
acceptable  levels  over  communities  such  as  Roxbury  or 
Dorchester  that  do  not  directly  abut  the  airport? 


Soil/Sediment  Testing 


Where  is  the  soil  quality  data  from  test  samples  for  the 
runway  to  be  built  into  the  water? 


Why  did  the  FAA  not  request  an  increase  in  noise 
monitoring  and  payment  by  Massport  for  soundproofing  of 
public  and  private  property  affected  by  excessive  noise 
levels  when  the  flight  path  was  changed  to  fly  over  Roxbury 
and  Dorchester  which  prompted  excessive  noise  level 
complaints  by  community  residents? 


Response 

The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  was  expanded  for  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Low-income  and  minority 
populations  were  defined  in  accordance  with  Federal 
Executive  Order  12898,  the  U.S.  DOT  Final  Order,  and  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  guidance  on 
environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis  of  low-income 
populations  was  expanded  to  include  households  at 
150  percent  of  poverty  level.  This  analysis  found  that  there  is 
no  high  and  adverse  disproportionate  impact  to  low-income 
and  minority  populations  caused  by  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  borne  by  low-income 
or  minonty  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
minority,  compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minority  population 
of  38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  includes  a 
predominately  Hispanic  neighbortiood  in  Chelsea  which  is 
predicted  under  worst  case  assumptions  to  experience  an 
increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change 
is  not  a  significant  adverse  impact.  The  minority  and 
low-income  populations  in  South  Boston  and  East  Boston 
affected  by  the  Preferred  Alternative  65  dB  DNL  contour  are 
almost  identical  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  65  dB  DNL 
contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  does  not  extend  into 
Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury  and  the  South  End.  Mitigation  of  the 
increased  noise  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  will  be 
provided  to  affected  communities  in  the  form  of  residential 
sound  insulation. 

A  discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice  analysis  is 
presented  in  Section  6.8  of  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

The  delays  at  Logan  Airport  did  not  increase  air  traffic  over 
Roxbury  and  Dorchester  and  may  have  reduced  such 
overflights.  Because  of  the  concern  for  the  noise  under  the 
new  departure  heading  (235  degrees  magnetic),  Massport 
has  added  two  new  noise  monitors,  Monitor  No.  27  in 
Roxbury  and  Monitor  No.  29  in  Mattapan.  However,  the  noise 
levels  in  these  two  communities  are  less  than  the  minimum 
criteria  for  FAA  approval  of  a  sound  insulation  program. 


The  FAA  establishes  standard  arrival  and  departure 
procedures,  which  provide  for  the  safe  and  expeditious  flow 
of  air  traffic.  It  is  FAA  noise  policy  to  select  flight  tracks  and 
altitudes  to  minimize  noise  exposure.  The  departure 
procedure  for  Runway  27,  for  example,  was  established 
through  a  lengthy  public  Environmental  Impact  Review 
involving  the  FAA,  Massport  and  all  interested  communities. 

The  mnway  will  not  be  built  into  Boston  Harbor.  All  constmction 
is  confined  to  upland  areas  of  the  existing  airfield.  Airfield  soil 
sample  data  are  presented  in  Section  6.7  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  217:  Karen  L.  Rucker 

Private  Citizens:  Dorchester 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


217.7 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

MEPA 

What  is  MEPA's  role  in  halting  or  delaying  construction  of  a 
runway  if  it  is  determined  tfiat  tfie  cost  of  removing  or 
remediating  contaminated  soil  greatly  exceeds  (\/lassporf  s 
budget  and  greatly  outweighs  any  financial  or  environmental 
benefits  of  building  the  new  runway? 

217.8 

Soils 

Testing 

Does  IVIEPA  think  it  is  prudent  to  proceed  with 
construction  of  a  runway  into  water  that  flows  into  a  larger 
body  of  water  without  collecting  soil  samples  from  the 
proposed  construction  site  to  determine  progressive 
environmental  impact  to  marine  life  and  the  quality  of  soil 
and  cost  of  disposal  or  remediation? 

Response 

The  requirements  for  removing  or  remediating  soil  for  the 
Airside  Improvements  have  decreased  from  the  estimates  in 
the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  because  both  the  volume  of 
soil  to  be  removed  and  the  level  of  contamination  in  the  soil  is 
much  lower  than  anticipated  at  the  time  of  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  analysis.  The  volume  of  excavate  has  been 
reduced  as  a  result  of  the  on-going  removal  of  stocl<piled 
Central  Artery/T unnel  soil  material  from  Govemors  Island, 
and  the  findings  of  a  subsurface  investigation  program  show 
that  much  of  the  existing  soil  material  on  the  airport  is  suitable 
for  construction  and  therefore  does  not  have  to  be  removed. 
Refer  to  Section  6.7  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
See  response  to  comment  217.6. 


Letter  217:  Karen  L.  Rucker 

Private  Citizens:  Dorchester 


19  April  1999 

Bob  Durand,  Secretary  ,  |--rTrn  04  0 

Executive  Office  of  EnviroomentaJ  Af&irs  Lt  I  I  tK  dlO 

Attention:  MEPA  Office 

Arthur  Pugsley,  EOEA  No.  10458 

1 00  Cambridge  Street,  Room  2000 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Durand, 

My  husband  and  I  have  lived  in  East  Boston  since  107/;  In  108-5  4.        j    j  ^  . 
Massport  and  asked  them  to  outhne  their  knc^nlZ  -^^11  to  buy  a  home  here,  we  called 

asked  them  for  their  best  advic^  sS^.^  Z  to  say  about  future  expansion  plans.  We  also 

mcorporate  soundproofing  (^  o^^l^l^  Z"^  J^'""  ^^"^"^  to  our  home  and  sought  to 
were  doing  as  th^had  n!Lpe^2^^Z!^^  ^""^      '  r^resentative  over  to  find  out  what  we 
did  our  homeworic.  Why  didle  de<^T^^Z\2eT^  tt:^''^.1'  ^"""-^  ^  ^  '  ^"^^ 
wasaffi^rdabl^^con^un^spir^t^h^t^^^ 

protect  ^^^fr^rh^St^sTlSr^crr^ 

was  destroyed  to  buJd  Logan  A^,oxt  Ta^  a^^  Z^c^Z^""""^  to^  day  that  a  great  park  -  Wood  Island  Park  - 
hght  of  day  The  current^sp^^prop^L  o^th^  ^  "^^^^ '  "^^  -  the 

democratic  vote,  because  it  isTbadZ^t d  no. fu^"  B^TT.  1  "^l       ^-^ ^  ^ 
noise  that  residents  experiace.  it  wiS  negate  the  or^I  ^  ^  th« 

Boston's  fammes  and  Ws.dent^  T^  Su?r^^  91  fi  1 

Masspoit's  proposal..  "^"^  "^^^  ^  "^8^^  g-ve  senous  consideration  in    ^  '  0' ' 

Apr./.^^STg2;'^r^^^^ 

The  executive  summary  o^CAC's^ort  d^Jf^  at th^  pubhc  meetings  and  I  will  not  restate  them  here. 

traveler,  a  tourist,  peAaps  a  pe^n  who  worfa  inl^  f   T    T  '  "  = 

w,llmgnass  of  the  proponent,  to  saoXr^eU  1      .      T^*"'''  '  ^  '  was  sf  U  astounded  at  the 

•tounsts  aud  conveJonee„"  as  G  o-Tut^ tdlS^^^^  ^Tf'  ">'^"  °^ 

would  the  busmesses  that  opetate  in  S^^v^lJ^it^        '       » '^^  «     ""^toess  sense  of  it.  Where 
farther  and  fether  away  frl  their  pkHwoA  ^elfv^  ^     l"""'«n>roduct.ve  to  force  eniployees  to  hve 
mvestment  in  regional  Lund  tiTspo^til  already honendous.  Without  the  ..r,. 

Masspon.pt^osaldSsn^rerrftSr^.^^r""'^'-'''^^^'™^^*^  218.2 

wasteful  expendtorf^f^ubrnS»^ii"^S'3  if*"    T  f^P""*""  ™"  P^'^'  ^^'^ 

East  Bosui  my  husband  and  iZ^u  proposal.  As  cmzens,  taxpayers,  vours  and  home  owners  in 

deny  Masspon's  DEIS/EIR  mOiTiZw  l^U  it^T,^      T^l  t  "".^  "^"^  ""^^  Commonweahh  and 
area  will  be  for  the  good  of  the  Con^rw^i^  «  '  '"^"^  "''^^  """"P""^ 

Sincerely, 

Carolyn  Banulis  Brent  Banuhs 


33  Morris  Street 
East  Boston.  MA  02128 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  218 
Carolyn  and  Brent  Banulis 
Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 


Comment 


218.1    :  General 
:  Opposition 


218.2  General 
Opposition 


...The  current  Massport  proposal... will  choke  the  city  with 
traffic,  it  will  increase  the  noise  that  residents  experience, 
it  will  negate  the  progress  made  in  creating  more  parks 
and  outdoor  recreation  areas  for  Boston's  families  and 
residents.  These  harmful  results,  which  cannot  be 
mitigated,  were  not  given  serious  consideration  in 
Massport's  proposal. 


...Without  the  investment  in  regional  ground 
transportation,  getting  to  work  will  be  even  worse,  if  that 
can  be  imagined,  than  it  is  now.  Massport's  decision  does 
not  take  these  factors  into  consideration  either. 


Response 


Comment  noted. 


Section  2.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discusses  the 
specific  role  played  by  the  regional  altematives  and  steps 
Massport  has  taken  to  foster  increased  use  of  these 
alternatives.  Massport  has  long  recognized  and  been  a 
proponent  of  options  to  Logan  Airport.  In  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR,  Massport  identified  up  to  7.3  million 
passengers  that  could  be  accommodated  by  regional 
altematives  that  include  use  of  T.F.  Green/Providence, 
Manchester,  and  Worcester  Regional  airports,  as  well  as  the 
introduction  of  high-speed  rail  to  New  York  in 
December  2000.  In  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  Massport 
undertook  analysis  of  the  passenger  traffic  development 
patterns  at  Logan  Airport  and  the  regional  airports.  Based  on 
this  analysis,  Massport  estimates  that  Logan  Airport  may  only 
achieve  approximately  34  million  passengers  by  2010  instead 
of  the  previously  forecasted  37.5  million  passengers.  The 
updated  forecast  reflects  the  attractiveness  of  the  regional 
airports  and  the  availability  of  high-speed  rail  to  New  York, 
Boston's  largest  air  travel  market. 


Letter  218:  Carolyn  and  Brent  Banulis 

Pnvate  Citizens:  East  Boston 


I 


April  8, 1999 

Robert  Durand  LETTER  219 

Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Agency 
100  Cambridge  Stre^  Suite  2000 
Boston,  MA  02202 


Dear  Mr.  Durand, 

Re:  EOA  10458 


Massachi^^lS^'i;.^^^^ 

centerfieid  taxi«ay  a^^rSl2.^  °**f^.J^  ^  JWay  14^2,  the  p«,posed 

home.  "^^^  nmmnums  for  deading  whether  to  abort  a  landing  n^ 

interests  o?^^sfo^^S^?rt°°  "--^         to  protect  the  environmental 

remains  soun^^  T^r^^f^t^^^TT^:^       "^"^^         ^  ->-<=tion 
without  all  other  alte^^t^^SiTl^^  absorb  addmonal  negative  enviromnenial  burdens, 
Pl«,c^  HT^rtr^  .  ^  implementation  of  all  alternatives  attemnted 

Logan  InSotr^^Sl^oSSr      "^^^      "  ^  ^^'P  aUeviaT^I™ 

Massport'sownfig»^^5^o?Tri^if^     °^  By  QiQ  4 

cSLties^^SS^^Ror^^^  ^    ^^^P^         ^  '^^^^  ^  '  y  ■ ' 

those  residencS^ri  imTstl^  a^eilLn  "^h"^  airport  nearer  to 

East  B  Jo^^^^t^2i,?^.f^L^  "n,act  the  airport  currently  has  on  the  health  of  re^dents  of 

et„^?5S^5SH~--^^^^^  219.2 

planes  ^^^.l^^^f'^,"     ~'  """^  ^  '"^  fr  ccmnuKr 

L«ofal5^1SSSS^^™<',ff'«^,''«'"B«»"-  Well,  a  runway  a  m«  280  feet  n..  „ 

WiU,  careful  pi^T^to  aZ^SS'S^^!:  environmental  burden  on  Eaa  B«,on.  219.3 
account  ^1  pSnd  PatteS  ^'^ai^^'X^^L^""^™  * 

219.4 

^^~S=SS£^"S^^^  219.5 

Jt^ice  unptodons  and  your  Son  n.«  be^fTta  Snsr^Sf  oa  '"™^-^ 
to  nuke  y^ofaS^iS'pTp^^S""'*'     """^  of  other  ,es.dent..  a.  you  begin 


Sincerely, 


Mary  C.  Bdftiinger  ^ 

156  Saint  Andrew  Road 

East  Boston.  Massachusetts  02128 

617-569-3643 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  219 
Mary  C.  Berninger 
Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


219.1 


Regional 
Transportation 


Regional 
Airports 


219.2 


Public  Health  Effects 


219.3     Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Response 


Please  do  not  be  swayed  by  tfie  argument  that  this 
runway  is  needed  to  help  alleviate  delays  at  Logan 
International  Airport  for  the  tourist  industry  or  for  business 
travelers  coming  to  Boston.  By  Massport's  own  figures, 
fully  57%  of  all  passengers  arriving  at  Logan  or  departing 
Logan  are  residents  of  communities  located  west  of 
Routes  1-95  and  1-495.  Cleariy  the  logic  of  siting  another 
airport  nearer  to  those  residences  cannot  be  denied.  Such 
a  new  airport  would  serve  to  enhance  the  justice  of  not 
allowing  more  negative  burdens  here  in  Boston  and  would 
bring  those  passengers  closer  to  their  homes. 


I  would  also  ask  that  you  consider  the  impact  the  airport 
currently  has  on  the  health  of  residents  of  East  Boston.  Our 
children's  overall  well  being  is  compromised  daily  by  the 
negative  effects  of  the  pollution  created  by  the  airplanes  and 
the  attendant  traffic  going  to  and  from  Logan.  That  includes 
cars,  taxis,  limousines,  and  cargo  trucks.  The  infrastnjcture 
of  our  community  cannot  withstand  additional  burdens, 
which  would  be  evident  if  Runway  14/32  is  built. 


...a  runway  a  mere  280  feet  short  of  a  mile,  accommodating 
100-passenger  jets,  creates  an  unfair  environmental  burden 
on  East  Boston.  With  careful  planning,  another  airport  could 
be  designed  with  a  mnway  configuration  that  would  take 
into  account  all  possible  wind  patterns  and  the  problem 
would  not  be  duplicated. 


Massport  considers  Logan  Airport  to  be  part  of  a  regional 
system  of  airports  that  includes  the  Providence,  Manchester 
and  Worcester  Regional  airports.  Service  developments  and 
increased  traffic  at  these  airports  are  an  important  component 
of  the  region's  long-tern  strategy  to  accommodate 
passengers  and  activity  growth.  By  its  agreement  to  assume 
operational  responsibility  and  the  eventual  ownership  of  the 
Worcester  facility,  Massport  is  working  to  increase  air 
services  at  Worcester  Regional  Airport  and  its  role  in 
accommodating  air  travel  demand  generated  in  communities 
west  of  1-95  and  1-495.  Greater  use  of  the  regional  airports 
will  provide  passengers  within  the  service  area  of  such 
airports  with  a  viable  alternative  to  Logan  Airport.  Since 
demand  within  Logan  Airport's  primary  service  area  will 
remain  strong,  improvements  at  other  regional  airports  will 
not  eliminate  the  need  for  airside  projects  at  Logan  Airport. 

The  proposed  Airside  Project  will  not  stimulate 
additional  growth  in  passenger  activity  levels  at  Logan  Airport. 
Off-site  motor  vehicle  emissions  estimates  are  shown  in 
Table  6.4-9  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Increases  in  the 
number  of  vehicles  accessing  Logan  Airport  are  not  analogous 
to  increases  in  emissions.  As  indicated  in  the  table,  these 
emissions  generally  decrease  in  the  future,  as  a  result  of 
improved  motor  vehicle  emission  standards,  the  increased  use 
of  alternative  fuels,  and  other  factors. 

The  emissions  inventory  and  dispersion  modeling  indicate 
better  air  quality  conditions  with  Runway  14/32  and  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway  than  with  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

Massport  is  separately  studying  measures  for  reducing 
Logan  Airport's  contribution  to  air  emissions  in  the  region,  in 
the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR). 
Consideration  is  given  to  all  emissions  sources,  and  analysis 
is  conducted  for  the  airport.  East  Boston  and  regional  study 
areas. 

Massport  is  actively  involved  in  many  air  quality  initiatives  and 
explored  other  options  to  reduce  emissions  from  activities  at 
Logan  Airport  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously 
GEIR). 

Because  the  development  of  a  second  major  airport  would 
require  ten  to  15  years  for  site  selection  and  environmental 
review,  in  addition  to  a  multi-year  constnjction  penod,  this 
option  is  not  viewed  as  a  solution  to  accommodating  forecast 
demand  over  the  next  20  years.  Hanscom  Field's  potential 
sen/ice  area  overlaps  with  the  service  areas  for 
several  airports  that  already  have  the  necessary 
infrastructure  for  commercial  service.  These  airports  are  the 
Hanscom  Field,  T.F.  Green/Providence,  and  Worcester 
Regional,  all  which  have  had  or  are  undergoing  major 
improvements  to  their  terminal  buildings,  other  landside 
facilities  and  airfields. 


Letter  21 9:  Mary  C.  Berninger 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Drar  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

219.4 


Topic  1 


Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Reduced 
Approach 
Minima 


Comment 


I  am  against  zero-visibility  landings  using  Runway  22L-also 
very  near  to  my  home-because  if  a  pilot  decides  to  abort  a 
landing,  helshe  will  accelerate  the  planes'  engines  over  the 
water  near  to  Bayswater  Street,  causing  further 
concussions  to  the  homes  in  the  adjacent  area. 


For  the  health  of  all  persons  in  East  Boston,  who  are  trying 
to  live  a  somewhat  reasonable  quality  life,  and  who  should 
not  be  considered  expendable  to  satisfy  the  needs  of  the 
traveling  public,  I  ask  that  your  agency  deny  Massport's 
request  to  sanction  Runway  14/32.  This  issue  has  clear 
environmental  justice  implications  and  your  decision  must 
be  based  on  that  consideration. 


Response 

Zero  visibility  landings  (i.e.  Category  III  Approach  minimums) 
are  not  proposed  for  Runway  22L.  The  minimums  on  Runway 
22L  will  be  reduced  to  Category  I  standards  consistent  with 
the  equipment  already  installed.  Aircraft  will  still  follow  the 
same  arrival  paths,  at  the  same  altitudes  as  today,  but  the 
location  at  which  a  missed  approach  procedure  will  be 
initiated  will  be  moved  closer  to  the  airport.  Since  missed 
approaches  rarely  occur,  they  have  no  discernible  effect  on 
the  cumulative  noise  such  as  the  Day-Night  Sound  Level 
(DNL),  but  are  rather  single  aircraft  events.  The  noise  from  a 
missed  approach  is  at  maximum  value  just  after  engine  thaist 
has  been  increased  for  the  climb-out.  For  example,  reducing 
the  Runway  22L  decision  height  to  200  feet  moves  this 
maximum  noise  point  to  approximately  3,000  feet  from 
touchdown  and  further  from  populated  areas  in  East  Boston 
than  is  currently  the  case.  Although  normally  categorically 
excluded  from  the  NEPA  review,  the  Airside  Project  study 
included  modeling  of  changes  in  runway  availability  due  to 
reductions  in  the  approach  minimums  and  an  analysis  of  the 
potential  impacts  on  community  noise  exposure  that  may 
result. 


1 


Refer  to  Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice  analysis.  Noise  was 
found  to  be  the  only  adverse  impact  from  the 
Preferred  Alternative  with  the  potential  for 
Environmental  Justice  impacts.  Additional  demographic 
analysis  of  the  noise-affected  areas  was  conducted  to 
determine  if  minonty  and/or  low-income  populations  would  be 
disproportionately  affected  by  the  Preferred  Alternative.  This 
analysis  found  that  there  is  no  high  and 
adverse  disproportionate  impact  caused  by  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 


Letter  21 9:  Mar^  0.  Berninger 

Private  Citizens;  East  Boston 


COMMENT  PROCEDURE  for:  Draft  Logan  Airside  Improvements  (a.k.a.  Runway  14/32)  EOEA  #10458 

All  comments  on  EIRs  (environmcntaJ  impact  report)  must  refer  to  the  EOEA  file  number.  There  may  be  other 
identifying  numbers,  but  the  EOEA  file  number  is  the  one  which  must  be  used. 

LETTER  ??n 

Comments  not  referring  to  the  EOEA  file  number  may  not  be  considered.  .     ^  '  '  L.I  l  LL\J 

All  conmients  must  be  received  April  22.  1999 

Ail  mail  concerning  the  environmental  impact  review  process  including  filings,  comments,  and  all  associated  materials 
must  be  addressed  to: 

Bob  Durand,  Secretar>' 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention:  MEPA  Office 

Arthur  Pugsiey  EOEA  No.  #10458 

100  Cambridge  Street  -  20th  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 


Dear  Mr.  Durand, 


My  comments  to  the  EIR-Logan  Airside  Improvements  Plan  EOEA  #10458  are  as  follows: 


^e^^r-cx-^se,    2:A^yi     2:h^'^^     r-cg,>^u^cw  e^pc3^s/<pr^ 


Name  C^^^'$^phe^  S^o-cJcJe^ 
Address    2^     UJeJ^SBe^  /h^e^. 


Phone      JG^  -  3^9^  


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  220 
Christopher  Blackler 
Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Code     Topic  1           Topic  2  Comment 

Response 

220.1 

Air  Quality 

naaqs 

There  are  toxic  fumes  in  the  air  and  1  am  breathing  [them] 
into  my  lungs. 

Dispersion  modeling  indicates  no  violation  of  the  NAAQS, 
which  were  designed  to  protect  human  health  and  welfare. 

Letter  220:  Christopher  Blackler 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 
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Catherine  Brayden@f ld_op_Boston@OFC 


Bcc: 
From  : 

J^ect:  Logan  Airport 

...each-  Wednesday,   April  21,   1999  14:39:37  EDT 

Certify:  N 
Priority:  Normal 
Defer  until: 
Expires : 
Forwarded  by: 


LETTER  221 


iuthoritv^s''n!L'?o^f^''^'S        tremendous  concern  about  Massport 
height  for  landing  aircraft  at  Logan.  ceiling 

argument  against  this  expansion.     The  Massport  AuthnrT^^  I  ^ 

representatives  to  the  Greater  Boston  Ser  of  Commerce  and 
other  businesses  to  argue  their  mutual  need  Massoort 
capital  to  invest  in  subliminal  TV  ads  on  the  ^^'^and  ^ocaJ 
aaencv%''  ^^^"^^^^ '     therefore,   it  becomes  incumEenrupon  your 
agency  to  represent  the  citizen  of  Boston  in  its  revieS  of 
Massport's  plans  for  Logan  Airport.  review  of 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  participates  in  the  air 
^asportation  provided  at  Logan  -  not  just  East  Boston  JnH 
TrllllTt^'  communities.     It  L  a  compliment '^fbe^^e^^  that'aJl 
travels  through  Logan  are  coming  to  Boston;  but  common  sense  says 
that  IS  not  true.     The  128  and  495  beltways  present  evidence  of  221  1 

the  expansion  of  business  outside  the  Boston  area  These 
businesses  and  communities  are  best  served  by  a  second  airport. 

As  Massport  presented  to  this  community,   the  airport  is  aood  for 
economic  development.     A  second  airport  has  the^otential  to 
employ  up  to  15,000  people,   to  hook  up  to  high  speed  rail  and 
improved  infrastructure  of  the  host  community.     ?ravelers ' would 
dL?La?ions^^^^'^^  ^^-^        '^^'^  busine^^r'^^^ 

thravanabil?t5  n?"'^  T  ^^^^  businesses  and  tourist 

i  ^  °^  transportation.     A  second  airport  would 

offer  choices  to  travelers,   offer  better  air  and  gro^^d 
transportation  while-  in  Boston,   and  reduce  travel  time  for  those 
traveling  outside  the  Boston  area.  tnose 

solutiSn^°'''  ""^^"^^^^  capacity;  a  sixth  runway  is  not  the 

Constitution  beach  in  East  Boston  will  provide 
:  with  clear  visual  and  audible  reasons  why  a  second  taxiway  is 
jful  to  our  environment.     The  jet  noise,   rumbling  and  exhaust  OOl  0 

umes  have  a  negative  impact  on  the  residents  of  Orient  Heiqhts  ^^'-^ 
and  beach  goers  alike.     To  add  a  second  taxiway,   center  field  or 


not, -will  not  increase  the  benefits  to  this  community. 
It  is  almost  impossible  to  belii^v^  = 

approve  of  lowering  the  ceilina  on  .  organization  would 

already  possible  to  see  thi  i^L      ^^"'^^"9  heights,     it  is 
-  eL?  Bosto^  and^wLth?or?r?Ind%rLoga\^'^""  ^'^^ 


trSporta?ion°sy:L^lLt'L1f  jS"  'Lf  9-™^ 
of^Ufe  Of  an  Bosto^!L°s  iT,  LlgSiSg^^ ^n^J^LI  LI  --^^ 

to  lift  the  injunction-  and  deAvth^  Massport  Authority's  request 
a  center  f  ield\ax.way '  anS'lo^eT  Ja^d^nglSs  .  °'  """"^^ 
Thank^you  for  your  time  and  consideration  of  this  important 


Catherine  Brayden 
351  Suniner  Street 
East  Boston  02128 
617-567-0419 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  221 
Catherine  Brayden 
Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 


221.1 


Regional 
Transportation 


Topic  2 

Regional 
Airports 


Comment 


221.2 


Altematives 


Taxiway 
Improvements 


221.3    '  Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


...The  128  and  495  beltways  present  evidence  of  the 
expansion  of  business  outside  the  Boston  area.  These 
businesses  and  communities  are  best  served  by  a  second 
airport.. .A  second  airport  has  the  potential  to  employ  up 
to  15,000  people,  to  hook  up  to  high  speed  rail,  and 
improved  infrastructure  of  the  host  community.  Travelers 
would  be  30  to  45  minutes  closer  to  home  or  their 
business  destinations. 

A  second  airport  would  not  deny  the  Boston  businesses 
and  tourists  the  availability  of  air  transportation.  A  second 
airport  would  offer  choices  to  travelers,  offer  better  air  and 
ground  transportation  while  in  Boston,  and  reduce  travel 
time  for  those  traveling  outside  the  Boston  area. 

...The  jet  noise,  rumbling  and  exhaust  does  have  a 
negative  impact  on  the  residents  of  Orient  Heights  and 
beachgoers  alike.  To  add  a  second  taxiway,  center  field  or 
not,  will  not  increase  the  benefits  to  this  community. 


Massport  has  not  met  its  obligation  to  develop  an  air  and 
ground  transportation  system  that  meet  the  needs  of  the 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts. 


Response 

Because  the  development  of  a  second  major  airport  would 
require  ten  to  15  years  for  site  selection  and  environmental 
review,  in  addition  to  a  multi-year  constmction  period,  this 
option  is  not  viewed  as  a  solution  to  accommodating  forecast 
demand  over  the  next  20  years.  Hanscom  Field's  potential 
sen/ice  area  overlaps  with  the  service  areas  for 
several  airports  that  already  have  the  necessary 
infrastructure  for  commercial  service.  These  airports  are  the 
Hanscom  Field,  T.F.  Green/Providence,  and  Worcester 
Regional,  all  which  have  had  or  are  undergoing  major 
improvements  to  their  terminal  buildings,  other  landside 
facilities  and  airfields. 


Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 
Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-8  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

The  Airside  Project  leads  to  a  decrease  in  odor-causing 

hydrocarbon  emissions,  when  compared  to  the 

No  Action  Alternative.  This  is  illustrated  in  Table  6.4-7  and 

Figure  6.4-5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  However, 

decreases  in  odorous  emission  concentrations  will  be 

imperceptible. 

Massport  advocates  increased  use  of  the  regional  airports 
and  high-speed  rail  services,  in  addition  to  construction  of 
Runway  14/32  and  the  other  airside  improvement  projects  at 
Logan  Airport,  as  a  comprehensive  plan  for  ensunng  an 
efficient  and  balanced  regional  transportation  system.  As  the 
analysis  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
indicates,  these  off-airport  alternatives  are  expected  to 
reduce  aircraft  traffic  growth  pressures  at  Logan  Airport,  but 
they  will  not  eliminate  airside  delays  at  Logan  Airport  that 
occur  because  of  a  third  operating  runway  dunng  periods  of 
northwest  winds.  The  Preferred  Altemative,  which  specifically 
addresses  this  deficiency,  is  necessary  and  provides  clear 
benefits  at  current  aircraft  traffic  levels.  These  benefits  will 
only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as  developments  at  the 
regional  airports  and  high-speed  rail  to  New  York  act  to 
reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at  Logan  Airport. 


Letter  221 :  Catherine  Brayden 

Private  Citizens;  East  Boston 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Punning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  222 
Charles  I.  Cann,  ill 
Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


222.1 

Noise 

:  Monitoring 

Massport  has  even  admitted  that  their  monitoring  of  noise 
is  flawed. 

in  1998,  differences  between  measured  and  modeled  noise 
became  even  less  when  Massport  upgraded  its 
:  monitoring  system  and  began  to  report  noise  caused  only  by 
aircraft  -  a  metric  directly  comparable  to  the  DNL  exposure 
levels  predicted  by  the  noise  model. 

,  At  sites  having  exposure  levels  of  60  dB  or  more,  this 
i  improvement  to  the  monitoring  system  brought  measured  and 
;  modeled  DNL  values  to  within  0.2  dB  of  each  other.  (Refer  to 
I  Chapter  6  of  the  Logan  Airport  1999  Environmerital 
:  Planning  and  Status  Reporf}.  Massport  continues  to  investigate 
possible  causes  for  remaining  differences  (such  as  from  hill 
effects)  but  believes  the  FAA's  INM  noise  model  used  in  the 
Airside  Project  noise  analyses  accurately  represents  expected 
noise  exposure.  Differences  between  measured  and  modeled 
sound  levels  have  been  reported  in  Logan  Airport's  various 
GEIRs  and  Annual  Updates  for  a  number  of  years.  Differences 
at  close-in  locations  were  significantly  reduced  in  1996  through 
modification  of  source  levels  to  better  account  for 
over-water  sound  propagation  and  apparent  use  of 
higher  engine  power  settings  than  are  normally  assumed  in  the 
noise  model's  database  (Refer  to  Appendix  E  of  the 
Logan  Airport  1996  Annual  Update). 

222.2 

Alternatives 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

They  tell  us  that  the  center  taxiway  will  mean  planes  will 
be  able  to  move  to  and  from  the  terminals  faster,  so  there 
will  be  less  air  pollution.  But  it  seems  that  more  planes 
means  more  jet  engines  running,  which  seems  to  me  to 
translate  to  more  jet  fuel  and  more  noise. 

The  emissions  inventory  and  dispersion  modeling  indicate 
better  air  quality  conditions  with  Runway  14/32  and  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway  than  with  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

The  Centerfield  Taxiway  is  designed  to  increase  operational 
efficiency  and  reduce  taxiway  delays,  but  construction  of  the 
taxiway  will  not  lead  to  an  increase  in  operations.  None  of  the 
proposed  airfield  improvements  will  induce  demand  by  new 

DSSSGnOPr^  or  nnPratinriQ  that  u/milH  nthonwico  nr\t  r^r\ma  ir\ 

Logan  Airport. 

222.3 

Alternatives 

Reduced 
Approach 
Minima 

And  if  they  lower  the  minimum  height,  the  planes  will  be 
flying  even  lower  over  my  home  and  my  neighborhood. 

Reduced  landing  minimums  provide  for  a  safer  approach  by 
providing  precision  guidance  at  lower  altitudes,  and  thus  a 
safer  approach  The  reduced  landing  minimums  do  not 
change  the  approach  path  nor  reduce  the  clearance  between 
aircraft  and  the  surface.  Rather,  they  shift  the  location  at 
which  a  missed  approach  decision  is  initiated  closer  to  the 
airport.  For  Runways  27  and  22L,  the  reduced  minimums  will 
make  the  approach  procedures  flown  by  pilots  more 
consistent  with  FAA  standards  in  effect  at  most  other  airports. 
Reduced  landing  minimums  will  increase  airfield  safety  by 
allowing  operations  more  directly  into  the  prevailing  wind  and 
will  help  improve  PRAS  goal  achievement. 

222.4  : 

Alternatives 

Impacts 

All  we  ever  hear  from  the  business  people  and  airline 
spokespeople  is  how  good  this  plan  will  be  for  our  economy. 
What  about  those  of  us  that  bear  the  brunt  of  Massport 
operations?  Is  economics  more  important  than  people 
[are]? 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  222:  Charles  L  Cann,  III 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 

222.5 


Topic  2 


Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Comment 

No  amount  of  mitigation  or  stop-gap  measures  changes 
the  fact  that  we  need  a  second  airport.  Logan  has 
reached  its  capacity,  and  long  since  passed  it. 


Response 

Because  the  development  of  a  second  major  airport  would 
require  ten  to  15  years  for  site  selection  and  environmental 
review,  in  addition  to  a  multi-year  construction  period,  this 
option  is  not  viewed  as  a  solution  to  accommodating  forecast 
demand  over  the  next  20  years.  Hanscom  Field's  potential 
service  area  overlaps  with  the  sen/ice  areas  for 
several  airports  that  already  have  the  necessary 
infrastructure  for  commercial  service.  These  airports  are  the 
Hanscom  Field,  T.F.  Green/Providence,  and  Worcester 
Regional,  all  which  have  had  or  are  undergoing  major 
improvements  to  their  terminal  buildings,  other  landside 
facilities  and  airfields. 

Airport  capacity  varies  according  to  weather  conditions  and 
traffic  volume  as  well  as  the  airfield  layout,  facilities  and 
equipment  such  as  ILS,  and  operational  procedures  such  as 
approach  minimums  and  aircraft  separations. 


Letter  222:  Charles  I.  Cann,  III 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


LETTER  223 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Letter  223 
Mrs.  Carmela  D'Amore 
Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

223.1 

General 
Opposition 

1  honestly  do  not  thinl<  [the  construction  of  Runway  14/32] 
will  help  the  environment  of  our  air  and  noise. 

Comment  noted. 

223.2 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

1  hope  you  will  consider  a  second  airport. 

A  second  major  airport  is  not  a  solution  to  the  current  delay 
and  congestion  problems  at  Logan  Airport.  The  Proposed 
Project  to  reduce  delay  and  enhance  safety  at  Logan  Airport 
must  be  implemented  in  the  near  term  to  address  current  and 
future  operating  conditions. 

Letter  223;  Mrs,  Carmela  D'Amore 

Pnvate  Citizens;  East  Boston 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Letter  224 
Miss  Edith  G.  DeAngelis 
Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

224.1      Environmental  Cumulative 
Justice  Impacts 


Comment 


[Critical  issues  have  been  omitted  from  the  planning 
process  including  health  and  safety  of  the  local  population 
and  threats  to  community  structure.  The  decision  makers 
need  to  consider  the  environmental  justice  of  expanding 
Logan  and  find  ways  of  improving  quality  of  life  and 
protecting  the  local  neighborhoods.) 


224.2     Open  Space/  Impacts 
Parklands 


[Logan  constmction  has  already  caused  the  loss  of 
incredibly  invaluable  historic  sites  and  harbor  islands.  The 
proposed  construction  and  expansion  will  further 
jeopardize  the  hartjor  that  is  being  cleaned  up  at  cost  of 
"billions  of  dollars."] 


Response 

The  available  public  health  studies  for  communities  adjacent 
to  Logan  Airport  were  reviewed  and  are  presented  in 
Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Public  health 
status  reports  were  available  for  the  City  of  Boston;  however, 
comparable  public  health  reports  were  not  available  from  the 
Public  Health  Departments  of  Chelsea,  Revere,  and 
Winthrop.  A  review  of  the  available  information  did  not 
indicate  any  causal  relationship  based  on  proximity  to  the 
airport,  nor  did  it  identify  hearing  loss  as  a  public  health 
concern. 

Massport  is  separately  studying  measures  for  reducing 
Logan  Airport's  contribution  to  air  emissions  in  the  region,  in 
the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR). 
Consideration  is  given  to  all  emissions  sources,  and  analysis 
is  conducted  for  the  airport.  East  Boston  and  regional  study 
areas. 

Low  income  and  minority  populations  were  defined  in 
accordance  with  Federal  Executive  Order  12898,  the  U.S. 
DOT  Final  Order,  and  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's 
guidance  on  environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis  of 
low-income  populations  was  expanded  to  include  households 
at  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The  data  presented  are  based 
on  the  most  recently  available  census  data  (1990)  using 
Geographic  Information  System  (GIS)  technology  to  analyze 
impacts  at  the  most  detailed  level  possible.  Refer  to 
Sections  6.8.3  and  6.8.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for 
a  discussion  of  the  analytical  methodology  and  results, 
respectively. 

Massport  is  committed  to  a  number  of  mitigation  measures  in 
addition  to  project-specific  mitigation.  Refer  to  Chapter  8  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  mitigation 
measures. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  will  neither  incorporate  land  from 
nor  affect  the  normal  activity  or  aesthetic  value  of  a  public 
park,  recreation  area,  wildlife  refuge,  or  histonc  site.  In 
addition,  Massport  prepares  the  Logan  Airport  Annual  Update 
and  the  EDRs  as  part  of  the  review  process  for  the 
Logan  Airport  GEIR/ESPR,  which  presents  a  series  of  status 
updates  on  conditions  and  environmental  mitigation  initiatives 
at  Logan  Airport. 

Massport  has  carefully  planned  the  airside  improvements  to 
reduce  delays  and  improve  efficiency  without  the  need  for 
harbor  intmsion.  Stormwater  management  will  employ  Best 
Management  Practices  to  minimize  potential  adverse  impacts 
to  hartDor  water  quality.  No  adverse  impacts  to  the  Harbor,  the 
Harbor  Islands  or  the  surrounding  areas  are  anticipated  from 
this  project. 


Letter  224:  Miss  Edith  G.  DeAngelis 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 
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Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


224.3 


Water  Quality  Monitoring 


224.4    i  Water  Quality  Monitoring 


224.5  Construction 


Mitigation 


224.6 


Airport 
Operations 


Safety 


224.7 


Airport 
Operations 


Safety 


Comment 


What  hiappens  to  our  clean  fiarbor  if  a  contractor 
accidentally  or  deliberately  breaches  the  capsule 
containing  the  toxic  waste? 


...What  will  the  construction  of  the  proposed  runway  do  to 
this  so-called  concealed/protective  hazardous  waste? 


What  will  happen  to  the  air,  the  water,  the  soil  not  only  in 
East  Boston  but  all  along  the  waterways?  ... 


As  the  percentage  of  flights  increase  over  homes,  and 
communities,  we  need  to  have  some  questions  answered! 
We  also  must  prevent  catastrophic  conflagrations,  the 
potential  of  which  increases  with  each  new  plane  and 
flight  pattem  added  to  a  sky  already  supersaturated  with 
all  types  and  sizes  of  aircraft. ..[Within  the  last  five  years] 

■  how  many  flights  leaving  Logan  have  been  aborted  due 
to: 

■  faulty  equipment? 

■  smoke  in  the  cockpit  or  cabin? 

■  How  many  near  misses  of  planes  flying  over  New 
England? 

■  How  many  flights,  not  from  Logan,  have  had  to  make 
emergency  landings? 

■  How  many  incidents  of  unmly  passengers  in  flight  over 
New  England? 

■  How  many  disabled  planes  unscheduled  on  Logan's 
roster  have  had  to  land  at  Logan'' 

■  How  many  planes  have  gone  off  the  runways? 

■  How  many  planes  approaching  or  leaving  Logan  have 
crashed? 


[What  measures  are  being  proposed  to  avoid 
catastrophes  such  as  air  collisions  over  East  Boston  or 
damage  to  fuel  storage  facilities  near  the  airport? 

The  increase  flights  proposed  increases  the  potential  for 
accidents,  spills,  and  further  degradation  to  the  local 
environment.] 


Response 


I 


No  work  is  proposed  in  or  adjacent  to  the  lined  landfill  area  or 
other  airfield  areas  where  hazardous  materials  are  stored. 


Massport  recently  completed  a  soil  boring  and  chemical 
analytical  program  along  the  centerlines  of  Runway  14/32  and 
the  Centerfield  Taxiway.  The  preliminary  soil  chemical  data 
indicate  that  the  large  majority  of  soil  to  be  excavated  is  not 
regulated  soil  in  that  it  did  not  exceed  the  S-2  Reportable 
Concentration.  Therefore,  this  excavate  may  be  recycled  at 
in-state  or  out-of-state  lined  landfills  or  used  at  industrial  sites 
for  fill.  In  accordance  with  Massporf  s  Soil  Management  Plan, 
the  excavate  will  not  be  used  for  fill  or  any  other  use  at 
environmentally  sensitive  sites  such  as  near  wetlands, 
playgrounds,  water  supplies,  etc. 

Monitoring  of  airtwme  soot  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  Logan  Airport 
have  shown  that  the  airport  is  a  very  small  (less  than 
one  percent)  contributor  to  ambient  levels.  In  addition, 
Nitrogen  Oxides  emissions  associated  with  the  Airside  Project 
are  lower,  when  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

Construction  and  operational  controls  will  be  implemented  to 
ensure  that  any  potential  impacts  to  natural  resources  are 
minimized.  In  general,  these  will  include  a  construction  soil 
erosion  and  sediment  control  plan,  a  stomnwater  management 
plan  and  the  use  of  Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs)  for 
daily  airfield  operations. 

The  goals  of  the  Airside  Project  are  to  reduce  delay,  increase 
airport  efficiency,  and  reduce  negative  environmental 
impacts. 

The  Preferred  Alternative,  and  specifically  unidirectional 
Runway  14/32,  would  not  increase  Logan  Airport's  normal 
airfield  capacity  of  approximately  120  operations  per  hour. 
This  capacity  is  available  at  Logan  Airport  approximately 
80  percent  of  the  time.  Runway  14/32  would  allow 
Logan  Airport  to  maintain  this  capacity  during  periods  of 
strong  northwest  winds  that  now  require  controllers  to  operate 
on  only  one  or  two  runways,  compared  to  the  typical 
three-runway  configurations  used  at  Logan  Airport.  The 
runway  will  not  increase  Logan  Airport's  normal  operating 
capacity,  nor  will  it  encourage  or  induce  an  increase  in  aircraft 
operations. 

Although  safety  is  the  first  consideration  of  any  proposed 
alternative  at  Logan  Airport,  this  data  were  not  relevant  to  the 
Airside  Study.  However,  such  questions  can  be  answered  by 
contacting  the  public  affairs  offices  of  the  F/^A  or  Massport. 


The  first  goal  of  the  fAA  and  Massport  is  always  to  provide 
safe  air  transportation.  Logan  Airport  has  a  tightly  controlled 
system  of  flight  tracks  and  procedures  to  prevent  aircraft 
accidents.  Runway  14/32  and  the  other  proposed  Airside 
improvements  are  designed  to  enhance  safety  and  efficiency 
of  traffic  operations  in  the  air  and  on  the  ground.  The  runway 
will  segregate  smaller  aircraft  and  reduce  congestion  during 
northwest  wind  conditions,  reducing  the  possibility  of 
mistakes  and  potential  for  accidents. 
The  Airside  Project  will  not  increase  flights  at  Logan  Airport. 
They  do  not  increase  the  capacity  of  the  airport,  but  allow  the 
handle  the  future  traffic  with  enhanced  safety  and  efficiency. 


Letter  224:  Miss  Edith  G.  DeAngelis 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 


224.8 

Ecosystems 

:  Wetlands 

...How  can  we  protect  the  wildlife?  How  can  we  provide 
1  opportunities  for  outdoor  education?  What  would  a  new 
runway  do  to  our  natural  environment  and  rich  resources? 

The  Airfield  Improvements  that  comprise  the  Prefen'ed 
Alternative  will  be  constructed  within  the  confines  of  the 
existing  airfield.  Most  of  the  wildlife  that  occurs  on  the  airfield 
will  continue  to  do  so.  For  the  only  state-listed  endangered 
species  that  occurs  on  the  airfield,  Massport  has  developed  a 
comprehensive  on-site  and  off-site  Upland  Sandpiper  habitat 

\  mitigation  plan  in  close  coordination  with  the  Massachusetts 
Natural  Heritage  and  Endangered  Species  Program  (NHESP) 
for  loss  of  such  habitat  at  Logan  Airport  from  construction  of 

;  the  Centerfield  Taxiway.  The  Airfield  Improvements  will  not 

I  affect  existing  opportunities  for  outdoor  education.  Section 
6.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  documents  that  with  the 

1  exception  of  the  Sandpiper,  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  not 

IllipdUl  ildlUidl  IcbOUrCcS. 

224.9 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan 

[There  is  already  insufficient  infrastructure  to  support  the 
.  existing  volume  of  traffic  going  to  and  from  the  airports. 
The  proposed  expansion  will  increase  these  problems.] 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not 
increase  capacity,  but  rather  it  would  correct  a  series  of 
deficiencies  in  the  airfield  geometry  and  operation, 
ividbbpuiib  pidrib  10  ndnaie  tne  grouno  access  requirements 
of  future  passenger  levels  are  discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  and  its  subsequent 
Environmental  Data  Reports  (Annual  Updates). 

224.10 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan 

[Route  1A  must  be  depressed  to  reconnect  East  Boston 
with  Bell  Circle,  and  something  must  be  done  to  avoid  the 
constant  gridlock  that  will  result  from  more  vehicles 
approaching  Logan.] 

The  Preferred  Alternative  is  not  expected  to  lead  to  an 
increase  in  passenger  demand,  and  therefore,  it  will  have 
no  effect  on  congestion  or  delays  on  Boston  area  highways. 

:  224.11 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan 

A  special  truck  route  should  be  constructed  to  keep 
[traffic]  off  our  neighborhood  streets! 

1  ne  rtirsiae  rrojeci  uoes  not  result  in  additional  demand  tor 
ground  access  services. 

224.12 

Airport 
Operations 

Safety 

[Emergency  drills  should  be  conducted  and  include 
neighbonng  towns  such  as  Chelsea,  East  Boston  and 
Revere.] 

The  first  goal  of  the  FAA  and  Massport  is  always  to  provide 
safe  air  transportation.  Runway  14/32  and  the  other  proposed  : 
Airside  improvements  are  designed  to  enhance  safety  and 
efficiency  of  traffic  operations  in  the  air  and  on  the  ground. 
Massport  does  conduct  periodic  emergency  drills  that  involve  ■ 
appropriate  personnel  of  neighboring  towns. 

;  224.13 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan 

[Stronger  enforcement  is  needed  to  keep  large  trucks  off 
those  city  streets  with  weight  restrictions.] 

Comment  noted. 

;  224.14 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan 

[Stronger  measures  are  needed  to  keep  airport  traffic  off 
city  streets  during  busy  periods.] 

The  Airside  Project  does  not  result  in  additional  demand  for 
ground  access  services. 

:  224.15 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan 

[f^/lassport  must  encourage  public  transportation.] 

The  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  reports  on 
Massport's  progress  on  meeting  its  air  passenger  goal  of 
35.2  percent  by  the  time  air  passenger  volumes  reach 
37.5  million  annual  passengers.  Consideration  will  be  given  to 

WPVQ  tn  Pnhjinrci  trancit  riHorchin  anW  tica  r\i  tko 
vvayo  i\j  CI  II  lui  luc  UdiiolL  liUclolllU  dllU  Uoc  01  IDc 

Logan  Express  bus  service.  In  addition,  Massport  is 
considering  consolidation  of  car  rental  facilities,  which  will 
facilitate  the  consolidation  of  the  courtesy  vehicles  serving  the 
rental  car  companies. 

224.16  ; 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan 

[Massport  needs  to  discourage  use  of  local  streets  as 
temporary  storage  for  limousines  and  trucks  associated 
with  airport-related  businesses.] 

Comment  noted. 

224.17  i 

Open  Space/ 
Parkland 

Mitigation 

[Massport  must  return  or  replace  the  loss  of  Amerina  Park 
and  Amerina  Field  lost  during  uncontrolled  airport 
expansion.] 

Comment  noted.  j 

i 
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Code     Topic!  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


224.18  ; 

Noise 

Impacts 

[Massport  and  the  FAA  need  to  enforce  noise  standards 
better  and  force  the  airlines  to  make  their  planes  quieter.] 

The  noise  impact  per  operation  is  expected  to  diminish  in  the  future  for  i 
several  reasons.  The  two  largest  airlines  at  Logan  Airport, 
Delta  Air  Lines  and  US  Airways  are  replacing  their  hushkitted  shuttle 
fleets  with  full  Stage  3  aircraft  US  Airways  took  delivery  of  Airbus  320  ; 
aircraft  in  the  fall  of  1 999  and  Delta  Air  Lines  has  ordered  Stage  3 
Boeing  737-800s  for  its  Boston  to  New  York  shuttle  operations.  By  the 
end  of  2000,  approximately  24,000  annual  operations  were  replaced 
by  full  Stage  3  technology  aircraft. 

224.19 

Open  Space/ 
Partdand 

Mitigation 

[I^assport  should  provide  open  space  and  parkland  in 
East  Boston  to  replace  lost  parkland  from  previous  Logan 
expansions.] 

The  Preferred  Alternative  vnW  neither  incorporate  land  from  nor  affect 
the  normal  activity  or  aestinetic  value  of  a  public  park,  recreation  area,  i 
vi^ildlife  refuge,  or  historic  site. 

22420 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

[A  new  runway  can  only  exaceibate  existing  problems  in  the 
community  caused  by  Logan-related  traffic  and  operations  ] 

Implementation  of  tiie  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  inaease 
capacity,  but  rather  it  would  correct  a  series  of  deficiencies  in  the 
airfield  geometiy  and  operation.  Massporf  s  plans  to  handle  tiie 
ground  access  requirements  of  future  passenger  levels  are  discussed 
in  tiie  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  and  its 
subsequent  Annual  Updates  (Environmental  Data  Reports). 

1  224.21 

i 

Public  Healtti 

Effects 

[The  health  and  safety  of  the  community  needs  to  be  the  "first 
and  foremosf  consideration  in  discussing  plans  to  expand 
Logan.] 

Massport  has  provided  the  City  of  Boston  and  public  health  agencies 
with  air  quality  and  emissions  data. 
In  January  1996,  Massport  reviewed  available  public  healtii  data, 
including  mortality  and  morbidity  from  each  neighborhood  in  Boston 
and  cancer  incidence  data  available  from  the  Massachusetts 
Department  of  PiMc  Health.  These  data  indicated  tiiat  causal 
relationships  cannot  be  detemiined  at  ttiis  time.  A  review  of  the  1999 
Repot  to  the  Mayor,  Health  of  Boston  prepared  by  ttie 
Boston  Public  Health  Commission  leads  to  a  similar  conclusion.  In 
addition,  Massport  has  shared  Vne  results  of  tiie  Soot  Deposition 
Study  \N!\h  public  health  agencies  and  is  cooperating  vM\  tiie 
Harvard  School  of  Public  Healtii  on  ttie  South  Boston  Particle  Source 
Apportionment  Study.  Infomiation  on  public  health  issues  is  provided 
in  Chapter  6  of  ttie  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

i  22422 

Alternatives 

Ottier  Non- 
Construction 
Alternatives 

[Existing  flight  patterns  need  to  be  changed  to  reduce  impacts 
on  communities.  The  noise,  odor,  vibration  and  pollution 
impacts  on  the  community  are  unbearable  and  will  only  get 
worse.] 

The  existing  flight  tiBcks  at  Logan  Airport  have  been  developed  over  a 
long  period  of  time  witti  community  consultation  and  provide  tine  best 
combination  meeting  botti  airport  requirements  and  community 
needs.  The  redesign  of  existing  flight  tracks  was  not  included  as  a  part 
of  the  Airside  Project.  The  only  new  tiacks  proposed  in  the  Airside 
Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  are  for  Runway  14/32  and  are  over  water. 

[■^23"^ 

Open  Space/ 
Parkland 

Mitigation 

It  is  time  for  relief  and  the  retum/replacement  of  open  green 
space  and  developed  parkland  not  a  further  exacertation  of 
1 ,300-plus  rent-a-cars  and  other  negative  impacts  in  our 
backyards. 

Comment  noted. 

1  22424 

Public  Health 

Effects 

[What  are  the  health  effects  of  all  the  pollution  dumped  on 
East  Boston  as  a  result  of  airport  operations?] 
[Why  does  East  Boston  have  such  high  incidence  of  high 
blood  pressure,  cancer,  chronic  lung  disease  and  asthma?] 
[What  are  the  increased  health  impacts  associated  with  the 
proposed  21 ,000  flights?] 

Massport  has  provided  the  City  of  Boston  and  public  health  agencies 
wflth  air  quality  and  emissions  data.  In  January  1996,  Massport 
reviewed  available  public  healtti  data,  including  mortality  and  morbidity 
ti-om  each  neighbortxxxi  in  Boston  and  cancer  incidence  data 
available  from  the  Massachusetts  Departinent  of  Public  Health.  These 
data  indicated  tiiat  causal  relationships  cannot  be  determined  at  fliis 
time.  A  review  of  tiie  1 999  Report  to  the  Mayor,  Health  of  Boston 
prepared  by  the  Boston  Public  Health  Commission  leads  to  a 
similar  conclusion.  In  addition,  Massport  has  shared  tiie  results  of  the 
Soot  Deposition  StudyvM\  public  health  agencies  and  is  cooperating 
with  ttie  Harvard  School  of  Public  Health  on  ttie  South  Boston  Particle 
Source  Apportionment  Study. 

The  available  public  healtti  studies  for  communities  adjacent  to 
Logan  Airport  were  reviewed  and  are  presented  in  Section  6.8  of  ttie 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

i  22425 

!  Environmental 
'  Justice 

Demographic 
1  Data 

[As  far  back  as  20  years  ago  a  second  airport  was 
recommended  in  Dover,  Massachusetts.  This  site  was 
i  rejected  immediately  because  Dover  is  a  wealthy  community, 
1  yet  East  Boston  continues  to  suffer  greater  pollution  and 
1  airport  expansion.] 

A  second  major  airport  is  not  a  solution  to  tine  current  delay  and 
congestion  problems  at  Logan  /Mrport.  The  Proposed  Project  to 
reduce  delay  and  enhance  safety  at  Logan  Airport  must  be 
implemented  in  ttie  near  temi  to  address  current  and  fuhire  operating 
conditions. 

Letter  224:  Miss  Edith  G.  DeAngelis 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


LETTER  225 


April  22,  1999 

» 

Robert  Durand,  Secretary 

Executive  OfiBce  of  Environmental  Afifairs 

Attention:  MEP A  OfiBce 

Arthur  Pugsley  EOEA  No.  #10458 

100  Cambridge  Street  -  20th  Eoor 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Durand, 

As  introduction,  be  advised  that  I  am  a  East  Boston  resident  and  home  owner.  My 
experiences  of  living  with  the  impact  of  a  local  airfield,  which  has  grown  to  major 
international  air  transportation  facility,  so  close  to  the  city,  have  spanned  a  generation. 
With  resources  and  knowledge  typically  available  to  one  person,  this  letter  will  document 
the  past,  present,  and  future  empirical  environmental  impacts  exerted  by  airport 
operations,  as  well  as  the  immeasurable  impacts  of  those  operations. 

While  reading  the  Draft  Logan  Airside  Improvement  Plan  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  EOEA  #10458  ("EIS/EIR"),  it  becomes  obvious  that  a  resident,  citizen,  a  local 
business  group  or  a  small  activist  organization  each  to  their  own  devices  or  as  a  cohesive 
group,  can  not  begin  to  participate  in  a  fair  process,  with  the  intentions  of  changing  the 
sponsor's  desired  result  and  attain  that  goal.  The  resources  necessary  to  adequately 
address,  comment  on,  disprove  or  rebut  the  report  details  and  conclusions,  even  within  the 
extended  time  allotted,  are  far  beyond  an  individual's  reach.  When  the  opponent  has  the 
process  "wired",  as  appears  to  be  the  case  in  this  instance,  even  a  technically  based  cogent 
document  comment  is  discounted  by  reference  to  a  study  which  may  be  based  on  flawed 
data.  The  sponsor  makes  abundant  use  of  consultant  reports,  the  results  of  which  may  be 
forgone  conclusions. 


Problem 

Logan,  as  configured,  is  beyond  demand  capacity  both  airside  and  landside.  The 
proponent  seeks  to  address  the  long  range,  eastern  Massachusetts,  all  mode  transportation 
demand  and  capacity  problem  through  the  proposals  contained  within  this  EIS/EER. 
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The  problem  scope  is  wider  than  that  which  is  addressed  within  the  EIS/EIR, 
however,  the  proponent  seeks  to  frame  the  problem  as  limited  in  scope,  under  the  banner 
"Reducing  Delays  at  Logan". 

The  alternatives  are  limited  in  scope  to  just  the  Logan  airport  airside  aspects  of  a 
region  wide  transportation  issue.  Logan  airport  is  overextended,  and  if  the  delay  figures 
are  to  be  believed,  it  can  not  meet  the  demand  of  the  next  century  under  any  modification 
proposals. 

Root  Causes 

Within  the  EIS/EIR  limited  scope  context,  the  problem  root  causes  are: 

Ul       As  a  coastal  airport  wind  and  weather  are  the  most  significant  factors 
contributing  to  delays  at  Logan. 

#2       Peak  Period  demand  due  to  fleet  mix  and  a  high  level  of  regional 
carrier  flights  operated  with  smaller  aircraft. 

#3       Demand  imposed  by  airline  flight  schedules. 

In  summary,  the  proponent's  Preferred  Alternative  1 A  package  does  not  eliminate 
the  problem  root  cause  but  merely  addresses  the  effects  of  root  cause  #1  and  #3,  both 
of  which  are  outside  the  proponents  sphere  of  control.  In  not  seeking  a  root  cause 
solution,  at  a  different,  larger  and  appropriate  geographical  setting,  thereby 
ELIMINATING  root  cause  #1  and  #3,  the  proposals  will  result  in  a  short  term  reduction 
of  effects.  In  addition,  the  Preferred  Alternative  1 A  ignores  the  only  short  term  remedy, 
reducing  demand  administratively  through  Peak  Period  Pricing,  which  would  not  impose 
further  environmental  and  safety  impacts  on  and  beyond  the  airside  island. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  1  A,  if  the  source  data  is  accurate,  predicts  reduced 
delays  as  the  -esult.  Just  as  the  high/low  load  data  may  overstate  delays  in  may  understate 
them  as  well.  The  Preferred  Alternative  1  A,  short  term  remedy  goal  to  reduce  delays,  will 
not  solve  the  problem  root  cause  and  eliminate  delays.  The  Preferred  Alternative  lA 
assumptions  also  predict  minimum  or  no  induced  passenger  loads  resulting  from  increased 
operations. 

For  these  reasons  Alternative  1  and  the  Preferred  Alternative  1 A  should  be  found 
to  be  inadequate  and  only  Alternative  3  should  be  considered  a  remedy,  to  effect  the  stop 
gap  demand  reductions  the  sponsor  is  seeking. 
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Data 


The  data  and  modeling  throughout  the  EIS/EIR  is  questionable.  The  data  baseline 
years  used  for  data  classes  such  as  noise  contours,  delayism,  passenger  volume  and 
growth,  operation  volume  and  growth  among  others,  establishing  the  base  for  comparison 
and  projections  differ.  The  sponsor  uses  1993  as  a  base  line  for  aircraft  load  factors.  1993 
was  the  year  during  which  the  loads  were  very  high  due  mainly  higher  demand  and  airline 
over-scheduling,  it  is  not  representative  of  the  modeling  succeeding  years.  Decisions 
should  be  delayed  until  results  of  the  upcoming  1998  GEIR  are  reviewed  to  confirm  the 
modeling  technique  is  accurate.  Use  the  most  recent  data  for  forward  projection  and 
establish  1998  as  the  base  Une. 

The  sponsor  uses  an  extrapolated  trend  line  through  the  1993  baseline  year  to 
forecast  1999  &  2010  fleet  operation  projections.  The  trend  was  flat  during  1994  -  1997 
rather  than  increasing  at  the  average  rate.  The  load  forecasts  were  developed  in  1994  and 
1995  and  ignore  the  actual  data  during  the  subsequent  years. 

One  example  of  inaccurate  data  is  the  modeling  projections  use  scheduled 
operations  (515,822)  rather  than  actual  operations  during  1993  (493,093)  or  3.4%  fewer 
actual  operations. 

Delayism  Modeling 

The  sponsor  relies  heavily  on  the  DELAYISM  model  and  algorithms  to 
substantiate  the  problem.  As  reported  in  the  1994/1995  GEIR,  the  modeling,  constants 
and  algorithms  used  to  compose  the  NEM  contours  were  flawed,  but  it  is  that  very  data 
which  was  used  at  that  time  to  make  noise  contour  projections  into  1999,  and  eliminate 
homes  for  mitigation  eligibility.  (  The  subsequent  annual  updates  supposedly  adjusts  the 
error  to  compensate  for  the  3  to  7  db  Ldn  underestimate  of  ground  roll  effects). 

The  DELAYISM  model  must  be  proven  over  a  considerably  longer  time  period 
and  the  model  compared  to  empirical  data,  before  the  sponsor  is  allowed  to  rely  on  it  to 
define  the  problem  and  be  accepted  as  proof  As  likely  as  the  model  may  overstate  delays 
in  may  understate  delays  and  the  sponsor  has  overestimated  the  proposed  Alternative 
effect  to  solve  the  delay  problem  through  the  next  century. 

Seat  Departure  Metric 
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The  proponent  makes  abundant  use  of  OAG  data  to  frame  the  delay  problem.  The 
problem  is  measured  in  terms  of  operations  and  operation  delays.  It  further  models  those 
operation  delays  in  the  context  of  passenger  delays,  using  a  seat  departure  metric  as  a 
passenger  delay  measurement.  The  passenger  delay  is  then  equated  to  a  cost  of  delay.  9  9  R  Q 

The  seat  departure  metric  is  only  an  accurate  measurement,  when  supported  by  t.v;.u 
data  indicating  the  number  of  seat  departures  with  passengers  in  them.  Without  that  data,      (cont. ) 
an  accurate  measurement  of  passenger  delays  and  cost  can  not  be  made.  To  assume  each 
seat  departure  delay  is  a  passenger  delay,  using  carrier  reported  load  factors  for  every 
operation,  severely  overstates  the  cost  of  delay.  The  GEIR  annual  updates  revises  the 
reported  seat  departures,  but  those  adjustments  are  not  used  in  the  EIS/EIR  conclusions. 

Therefore,  the  EIS/EIR  delay  cost  foundation,  its  conclusions,  remedies  and 
impacts  are  not  supported  by  current  data  and  is  inadequate. 


Runway  Length 

There  is  insufficient  land  area  west  to  east  along  the  14/32  heading  to  construct  a 
5000'  runway.  The  5000'  active  runway  length  plus  the  FAA  standard  1000'  runway 
safety  area  ("RSA")  on  each  end  exceeds  the  undeveloped  land  area  length.  To  build,  it 
would  impose  more  impacts  than  addressed  in  the  EIS/EIR. 
The  additional  impacts  are: 

•  Option  A  -  Acquiring  more  land  area  in  addition  to  the  #60-6 1  cargo  buildings,  such  as 
the  parking  area  for  the  Hyatt  hotel,  to  gain  length  to  the  west. 

•  Option  B  -  Filling  in  the  harbor  on  the  east  end  or  building  a  ramp  structure  into  the 
harbor  to  gain  length  to  the  east. 

•  Option  C  -  Compromising  FAA  safely  standards  by  reducing  the  RSA  to  less  than 
1000'  on  one  or  both  ends. 


In  choosing  Option  C,  the  EIS/EER  is  inadequate  in  addressing  this  issue.  The 
examples  sited  for  aircraft  incidents  and  how  they  relate  to  runway  centerline  and  reduced 
RSA  are  ludicrous.  The  citing  can  not  be  accepted  as  a  tacit  FAA  approval  or  likely 
approval  of  Option  C. 

The  proponent  brought  forward  the  5000'  active  runway  length  in  favor  of  4500', 
to  accommodate  a  larger  jet  fleet  using  the  32  end  for  landings.  There  is  insufficient  land 
area  to  build  any  more  than  a  4000'  to  4500'  runway. 

I  ask  that  you  find  the  EIS/EIR  inadequate  regarding  this  critical  issue  with  the 
following  remedies: 
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•  At  minimum,  the  proponent  must  have  a  final  acceptance  document,  with  impact 
analysis,  from  the  FAA  regarding  a  below  minimum  RSA  waiver,  under  Option  C. 

•  Absent  the  FAA  approval,  the  proponent  revise  the  EIS/EIR  to  demonstrate  how  the 
5000'  runway  would  be  accommodated  .  That  modified  EIS/EIR,  with  impacts 
analysis  due  to  harbor  intrusion  to  the  east  or  land  acquisition  to  the  west,  be 
evaluated  on  its  merits. 

•  The  proponent  modify  the  EIS/EIR  proposal  Alternatives  1  and  Preferred  Alternative 
I A  and  substitute  the  build  with  a  4000'  to  4500'  runway.  That  modified  EIS/EIR, 
then  must  be  evaluated  as  to  whether  it  meets  the  stated  goal  of  reduced  delays. 

Regional  Agreements 

The  sponsor  has  stated;  No  agreements  are  in  place  which  would  bind  either  the 
airport  operators  or  the  carriers  to  induce  or  encourage  operations  to  and  fi^om  Worcester, 
Providence,  Manchester  or  Hanscom.  Any  shift  in  passenger  demand  would  occur  over  a 
long  time  period,  and  would  be  largely  dependent  upon  air  carrier  decisions  relative  to 
service  levels,  destinations  and  fares.  In  the  Preferred  Alternative  lA  and  Alternative  1, 
the  sponsor  is  highly  dependent  upon  operations  moving  fi"om  Logan  to  these  other 
airports.  The  sponsor  argues,  reduced  delays  at  Logan  will  encourage  travel  fi^om  the 
regional  airports  is  specious.  Only  the  No-Action  Alternative  and  Alternative  3  (no-build), 
as  a  result  of  the  forecast  increased  delays,  will  induce  an  operation  shift  to  the  regional 
airports. 

The  regional  passenger  load  reduction  conclusions  in  Preferred  Alternative  1 A  and 
Alternative  1 ,  should  not  be  considered  a  factor  in  meeting  the  short  term  or  long  term 
problem  root  cause  solution.  With  no  agreements  in  place  and  a  build  scenario,  passenger 
volume  will  be  induced  at  Logan.  Carriers  are  not  motivated  to  create  regional  markets. 
The  predictor  of  this  is  1993,  when  operation  capacity  overioad  was  experienced  due  to 
over-scheduling.  Carriers  will  maximize  operations  in  the  active  market  up  to  the 
operation  volume  capacity  and  beyond. 

The  sponsor  indicates  demand  imposed  by  airline  flight  schedules  as  a  potential 
problem  tertiary  root  cause,  and  infers  it  is  a  situation  beyond  its  control.  "  If  operating 
conditions  change  and  the  environment  at  Logan  becomes  more  like  1993,  then  over 
scheduling  may  once  again  become  a  significant  cause  of  delay  at  Logan. .. .". 

EIS/EIR  Scope 
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Consistently,  through  the  ENF  and  the  EIS/EIR,  the  sponsor  has  ignored  the 
mandate  for  a  broad  scope  EIS/EIR-  The  sponsor  prefers  to  interpret  the  Federal  and 
State  scoping  documents  to  limit  the  EIS/EIR  scope  to  only  air  side  improvements. 
Further  improvements  to  Logan  will  induce  more  land  side  traffic  volume  and  overload  the 
capacity  of  and  already  fragile  land  transportation  system. 

Even  supporters  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  point  to  the  land  side  delays  as  a 
detractor  to  using  Logan. 

The  sponsor's  Preferred  Alternative  1 A  expansion  to  reduce  delays  and  provide 
for  more  operations,  encourages  and  induces  more  passenger  visits  and  thereby  more  land 
side  impacts. 

The  demand  for  air  travel  to,  from  and  through  Logan  is  a  function  of  economic 
trade  forces  beyond  the  sponsor's  control. 

The  sponsor  has  very  limited  control  over  aircraft  operations.  No  restrictions  may 
arbitrarily  be  put  in  place  to  limit  who  uses  the  airport  and  when.  Those  limitations  are 
beyond  the  control  of  the  sponsor.  The  desired  effect  of  reduced  delays,  if  it  is 
accomplished,  will  be  manifested  in  more  induced  operations  and  thereby  more  land  side 
impact. 

There  has  been  an  increased  number  of  public  parking  spaces  on  site  and  the 
relocation  of  employee  parking  to  Chelsea.  This  effort  is  not  a  mitigation  of  air  quality 
issues,  it  merely  relocates  the  emissions  to  a  location  outside  the  scope  of  the  EIR.  No 
EIS/EIR  has  been  done  to  measure  the  effects  at  the  off-airport  locations. 

The  EIS/EIR  should  be  judged  inadequate  until  the  scope  is  expanded  to  consider 
all  concurrent  land  side  projects,  and  the  impacts  on  the  surrounding  community. 

Second  Airport 

This  point  is  not  a  direct  argument  to  a  specific  impact  within  the  EIS/EIR,  but  it 
addresses  the  overall  limited  scope  theme  the  sponsor  has  chosen.  The  argument 
demonstrates  the  EIS/EIR  inadequacy,  in  not  addressing  the  problem  root  cause  and 
limiting  the  EIS/EIR  scope. 

The  long  range  solution  to  the  delay  problem  root  cause  (coastal  airfield  with 
insufficient  land  space)  is  a  second  major  airport.  The  proponent,  in  response  to  numerous 
comments  to  the  ENF,  contends; 
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"A  second  major  airport  is  not  a  solution  to  the  current  delay  and  congestion  at 
Logan. . . ." 

While  that  response  may  be  accurate,  the  key  word  to  consider  is  "current".  The 
proponent  implies  the  Preferred  Alternative  solution  is  a  short  term,  stop  gap  measure,  and 
irresponsibly  ignores  the  regional  transportation  problem,  both  airside  and  land  side,  that 
in  fact  would  be  solved  by  a  second  major  airport. 

The  statewide  evaluation  of  appropriate  airport  sites  conduaed  in  the  early  1990's 
evaluated  approximately  188  potential  sites,  from  which  all  but  one  site  were  found  to  be 
inadequate  for  a  second  major  airport.  The  one  site  evaluated  as  having  all  the  attributes, 
was  Fort  Devens  in  Ayer  MA.  The  proponent  has  stalled  and  delayed  the  long  overdue 
decision  to  support  a  second  major  airport  and  in  the  process  have  lost  at  least  7  years  of 
development  and  construction  time.  The  proponent  has  been  irresponsible  by  allowing  the 
Logan  problem  to  grow  to  crisis  stage,  and  use  its  inaction  and  the  crisis  as  a  backdrop  to 
argue  for  a  pooriy  planned,  hastily  conceived,  short  sighted,  inadequate,  short  term 
solution  to  an  immense  problem. 

Just  as  the  proponent  contends  doing  an  analysis  is  not  a  guarantee  that  action  will 
be  taken  on  a  proposal,  an  analysis  of  Fort  Devens  as  a  site  for  a  second  major  airport 
should  be  done.  It  is  understood  that  legislative  action  is  required  to  acquire  that  or  any 
site  but  it  should  not  be  a  barrier  to  the  analysis.  The  proponent  may  already  have 
conducted  such  an  analysis,  but  chose  to  take  the  path  of  least  resistance,  rather  than  solve 
the  problem,  in  pursuing  the  second  airport. 

It  is  incumbent  upon  the  sponsor,  under  its  charter,  not  encourage  operations 
outside  of  eastern  Massachusetts,  along  with  the  growth  and  revenue,  but  aaively  pursue 
the  second  Massachusetts  airport  long  term  solution.  The  paradigm,  1 5  years  of  planning 
is  too  long  to  wait  therefore  do  not  begin  the  process,  is  easily  overcome  by  focusing  all 
the  Authority's  resources  to  such  a  plan.  There  are  many  knowledigble  activists  in  Boston 
to  aid  that  effort. 

Hanscom  Field  is  classified  by  the  FAA  as  a  reliever  airport,  but  provides  merely 
general  aviation  relief  In  1997  Hanscom  handled  188,000  operations,  85%  of  which 
(160,000)  were  single  engine  piston  aircraft. 

Massport  has  not  demonstrated  vision  and  planning  in  its  utilization  of  Hanscom  to 
relieve  Logan's  delay  problems.  It  is  beyond  its  control,  ability  or  desire  to  develop 
passenger  service  at  Hanscom.  Currently,  there  are  no  carriers  providing  scheduled 
passenger  service  to  or  from  Hanscom,  regardless  of  this  fact,  the  sponsor  uses  Hanscom 
as  a  regional  capacity  reliever  in  both  Preferred  Alternative  1 A  and  Alternative  1 . 
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Hanscom  AFB  even  at  1000  acres  is  sizable.  As  a  property  owned  by  Massport, 
the  eminent  domain  process  is  available  to  expand  that  land  area  and  truly  share  airport 
impacts  at  a  different  socio-economic  level.  However  it  chooses  the  more  expedient 
course  through  Logan  expansion,  rather  than  confront  the  NIMBY  opposition  at  Hanscom 
or  Ft.  Devens. 


Ceiling  Reductions 

The  proponent  again  demonstrates  irresponsibility  bringing  forward  reduced 
minima  within  this  EIS/EIR.  The  DH  and  DA  reductions  are  in  direct  conflict  with 
agreements  in  place  with  the  FAA  and  the  reduction  proposal  seeks  to  disregard  the 
process  to  change  them. 

Runways  22L  and  27  both  use  a  Category  I  instrument  landing  system  ("ILS"), 
with  specific  ceiling  minimums,  DH  and  DA  for  approach  and  landing.  Due  to  the  unique 
characteristics  of  Logan  and  its  proximity  to  residential  areas,  the  FAA  chose, 
demonstrating  good  judgment,  to  retain  the  existing  approach  minimums. 

Centerfield  Taxiway 

The  taxiway  stated  intention  is  to  alleviate  congestion  by  moving  aircrafl  to  and 
from  the  gates  more  efficiently.  It  would  clearly  accomplish  that  goal  by  allowing  multiple 
simultaneous  runway  4/22  crossings.  However  due  to  the  close  proximity  of  residents  to 
the  northeast  runway  ends,  the  prevailing  winds  when  these  runways  are  in  use  will  carry 
the  increased  V.O.C.,  Co,  NOx  emissions  into  residential  areas,  when  aircraft  are  queued 
on  the  taxiway.  This  taxiway,  if  allowed  to  queue  the  maximum  aircrafl  as  space  permits, 
would  result  in  more  aircraft  using  the  taxiway  under  power,  rather  than  being  at  a  gate, 
not  under  power,  waiting  to  queue. .  Clearly,  the  end  result  will  be  cumulatively  more 
noise,  NOx  and  Co  emmisions,  from  those  queued  aircraft  operating  under  low  pressure 
low  power  conditions. 

What  is  the  limit  of  planes  allowed  to  queue  on  this  taxi  ,  ay?  The  center  taxiway 
without  limitations,  impacts  the  environmental  air  quality  in  the  surrounding  residential 
areas. 

Public  Health  Assessment 

The  costs  related  to  early  deaths  and  adverse  physical  conditions  to  people  living  in 
close  proximity  to  the  high  noise  contours  has  not  been  effectively  measured.  Logan's 
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noise  effects  have  been  present  without  mitigation  from  the  time  the  facility  transitioned 
from  propeller  and  prop-jet  aircraft  through  to  stage  I  &  II  aircraft. 

There  is  a  long  range,  approximately  1 0  year,  clinical  study  which  began  in  the 
1970's  conduaed  by  Dr.  Taylor  of  the  East  Boston  Health  Center.  The  study  focused  on 
hyper-tension  within  the  community  and  causative  factors. 

The  scope  of  the  EIR  should  be  expanded  to  correlate  the  results  of  that  study  P  ?  ^  1  9 

within  the  context  of  the  earliest  noise  contours.  Additionally,  the  INM  should  be  used  to 
chronologically  reverse  model  NEM  contours  using  data  from  specific  stage  I  and  stage  n 
aircraft,  operational  data,  the  most  current  ground  roll  adjustments  and  other  INM  inputs 
which  were  valid  during  the  period  of  the  hyper-tension  study.  The  data  from  the 
hypertension  study  should  be  correlated  geographically  and  then  overlaid  with  the 
modeled  contours  from  that  period.  It  is  assumed,  and  an  actual  study  will  reveal,  that  the 
incidence  of  hyper-tension,  hearing  loss,  interrupted  sleep  patterns,  stress,  and  the  inherent 
ill  effects,  will  geographically  coincide  with  the  highest  level  modeled  NEM  contours.  The 
evaluation  should,  at  minimum  document  the  incidence  of  hyper-tension  within  the  75,  70, 
65  and  60  Ldn  contours. 

The  results  will  provide  data  to  evaluate  the  cost  of  premature  death,  ill-health, 
medical  treatment,  psychological  and  social  dysfunction. 


Noise 

The  noise  level  from  both  over  flights  and  especially  ground  noise  from  takeofifs  is 
insidious,  continuos  and  far  exceeds  noise  levels  applicable  under  RSIP.  The  noise  levels 
are  so  severe  they  are  manifested  in  both  measurable  audible  levels  far  exceeding  both  the 
RSIP  time  weighted  average  threshold  and  especially  the  short  term  excursion  limit,  and  as 
physical  resonant  frequency  modes  matching  the  structural  modes  of  my  home  as  well  as 
other  homes  built  under  the  same  codes.  The  noise  level  and  resulting  resonant  vibration 
during  takeoffs  from  runway  22  are  so  high  that  they  fall  into  the  unsafe  category  for  very 
short  time  periods  under  federal  OSHA  standards  for  safe  working  environments,  and  by 
inference  are  unsafe  for  residential  environments. 


225.13 


In  classifying  jet  operations,  Massport  classifies  Stage  2  aircraft  fitted  with  hush 
kits.as  Stage  3  aircraft.  Stage  3  aircraft  exhibit  similar  noise  and  pressure  in  the  <100  hz 
and  "C"  weighted  ranges  as  Stage  2  aircraft.  Any  measurements  and  modehng,  for  low 
frequency  noise,  should  assume  operations  as  being  Stage  2  aircraft.  The  1994/1995  225  1 4 

GEIR  noise  analysis  uses  only  Stage  3  noise  data  for  these  fitted  aircraft. 

Mitigation  is  neariy  impossible  for  these  low  frequencies,  and  results  in  resonance 
effects  inducing  vibration  in  the  majority  of  residences,  located  in  the  65  to  75  Ldn 
contours,  built  with  light  weight  wall  structures. 
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The  noise  levels  from  aircraft  is  but  one  intrusion  affecting  the  quality  of  life  in  the 
surrounding  communities.  There  are  additional  major  inconveniences  resulting  from 
ground  traffic  on  local  streets  and  highways  due  to  airport  related  loads,  during  peak 
travel  periods.  Not  readily  recognized  but  more  intrusive,  is  commercial  vehicular  traffic 
inherently  more  noise  producing  than  passenger  tra£Bc,  serving  airport  support  businesses, 
which  occurs  during  distinctly  off  peak  hours  during  both  the  early  morning  and  late 
evening. 

Support 

The  Preferred  Alternative  1 A  supporters  are  on  record  as  having  a  special 
interest  related  to  their  business  or  their  personal  wealth.  Indeed,  they  do  have  a 
voice  in  the  process  which  should  be  heard,  but  their  disregard  for  environmental 
impacts  and  the  evaluation  bias  based  strictly  on  money,  must  be  weighed  against 
the  human  impacts.  As  Secretary,  I  ask  that  you  give  greater  weight  to  factors 
unrelated  to  business  costs.  Answer,  how  much  is  a  life  worth?  Then  answer,  how 
much  is  a  life  worth  if  it  were  yours  or  your  family?  There  should  not  be  a 
distinction.  The  direct,  indirect  and  cumulative  environmental  impacts  imparted 
through  Logan  operations,  cost  lives  which  must  not  be  sacrificed  for  business 
growth. 

The  injunction 

The  sponsor  has  expended  money  performing  an  ENF  and  an  EIS/EIR  for 
approval  of  a  plan  which  is  precluded  by  a  court  injunction  in  place  since  1974,  prohibiting 
further  airport  expansion  through  added  runways.  The  EIS/EIR  adequacy  is  a  pre- 
requisite to  arguing  for  its  removal. 

The  injunction  was  fought  for  an  won  during  period  in  which,  political  will  was  the 
primary  vehicle  for  change.  The  abutters  and  the  community  did  not  have  the  current 
Federal  and  St^te  Code  of  Regulations  nor  the  teeth  of  the  present  Federal  and  State 
Environmental  Protection  Agencies  to  provide  opposition  support.  The  fact  that  the 
injunaion  has  stood  the  test  of  time  and  has  been  respected  by  political  administrations  for 
nearly  a  generation,  is  a  testament  in  itself  to  the  conviction  and  the  wisdom  of  both 
political  party  state  leaders.  They  realized  that  expansion  at  Logan  was  not,  is  not  and  will 
not,  solve  the  root  cause  of  the  eastern  Massachusetts  transportation  problems. 

The  sponsor  and  its  administration  demonstrates  lack  of  responsibility  and  poor 
judgment,  putting  forth  a  stop  gap  solution  to  a  major  problem.  It  also  demonstrates  a  lack 
of  respect  for  the  community.  Yet  the  sponsor  has  dragged  its  feet  in  its  application  of 
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mitigation  through  sound  proofing  and  other  means  while  it  is  hurtling  headlong  into  a 
short  sighted,  ill-conceived  expansion  plan. 

Some  of  these  are  emotional  type  issues,  but  you  must  consider  what  is  the  correct 
decision  in  terms  of  human  factors  as  well.  To  the  decision  makers,  it  is  just  a  job  or  a 
political  appointment  fi^om  which  they  will  succeed  to  other  noble  causes.  Left  in  the  wake 
of  poor  decisions  are  thousands  of  people,  whose  quality  of  life  are  irreparably  damaged. 
Step  into  the  shoes  of  a  member  of  the  largely  immigrant  population,  who  have  inherent 
socio-economic  problems.  Walk  the  walk  of  the  dis-enfi-anchised,  to  whom  life  style 
choices  are  limited  and  are  in  direct  proportion  to  their  near  minimum  wage,  and  deciding 
where  to  live  is  a  distant  option  never  considered. 

These  are  among  the  many  reasons  the  EIS/EIR  should  be  found  to  be  in  adequate 
as  it  is  presently  composed.  A  finding  of  inadequacy  will  force  the  debate  to  consider  a 
eastern  Massachusetts  transportation  long  range  solution. 


Robert  A.  DeMayo 
125  Ashley  St. 
Boston,  MA  02128 
(617)  504-3492 
(781)433-2438 


CC:     John  C.  Silva 

Manager,  Environmental  Programs 
Airports  Division,  ANE  -  600 
New  England  Region 
12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 


Sincerely, 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  225 
Robert  A.  DeMayo 
Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


225.1 


Regional 
Transportation 


Regional 
Airports 


Response 


Within  the  EIS/EIR  limited  scope  context,  the  problem  root 
causes  are: 

#1  As  a  coastal  airport,  wind  and  weather  are  the  most 
significant  factors  contributing  to  delays  at  Logan. 

#2  Peak  period  demand  due  to  fleet  mix  and  a  high  level  of 
regional  carrier  flights  operated  with  smaller  aircraft. 

#3  Demand  imposed  by  airline  flight  schedules. 

...the  proponent's  Prefen-ed  Altemative  1A  package  does 
not  eliminate  the  problem  root  cause  but  merely  addresses 
the  effects  of  root  cause  #1  and  #3,  both  of  which  are 
outside  the  proponent's  sphere  of  control.  In  not  seeking  a 
root  cause  solution,  at  a  different,  larger  and  appropriate 
geographical  setting,  thereby  ELIMINATING  root  cause  #1 
and  #3,  the  proposals  will  result  in  a  short-tenn  reduction  of 
effects. 

...The  Preferred  Alternative  1  A,  short-term  remedy  goal  to 
reduce  delays,  will  not  solve  the  problem  root  cause  and 
eliminate  delays, ... 


The  Preferred  Alternative,  and  specifically  unidirectional 
Runway  14/32,  would  not  increase  Logan  Airport's  normal 
airfield  capacity  of  approximately  120  operations  per  hour. 
This  capacity  is  available  at  Logan  Airport  approximately 
80  percent  of  the  time.  Runway  14/32  would  allow 
Logan  Airport  to  maintain  this  capacity  during  penods  of 
strong  northwest  winds  that  now  require  controllers  to  operate 
on  only  one  or  two  runways,  compared  to  the  typical 
three-runway  configurations  used  at  Logan  Airport.  The 
runway  will  not  increase  Logan  Airport's  normal  operating 
capacity,  nor  will  it  encourage  or  induce  an  increase  in  aircraft 
operations. 

Federal  constitutional  provisions,  federal  aviation  statutes  and 
regulations,  and  contractual  provisions  related  to 
Federal  Airport  Improvement  Program  grants  prevent 
Massport  from  any  control  over  airline  rates,  routes,  and 
schedules.  Congress  has  specifically  forbidden 
airport  operators  from  exercising  any  discriminatory  action 
against  any  class  of  airport  users.  Major  factors  in 
airline  competition  are  frequency  of  service  and  number  of 
markets  served,  and  Massport  has  no  ability  to  force  airlines 
to  consolidate  or  eliminate  flights  to  influence  load  factor  or 
aircraft  size. 

Because  the  development  of  a  second  major  airport  would 
require  ten  to  15  years  for  site  selection  and  environmental 
review,  in  addition  to  a  multi-year  construction  period,  this 
option  is  not  viewed  as  a  solution  to  accommodating  forecast 
demand  over  the  next  20  years.  Hanscom  Field's  potential 
sen/ice  area  overlaps  with  the  service  areas  for 
several  airports  that  already  have  the  necessary  infrastructure 
for  commercial  service.  These  airports  are  the  Hanscom  Field, 
T.F.  Green/Providence,  and  Worcester  Regional,  all  which 
have  had  or  are  undergoing  major  improvements  to  their 
terminal  buildings,  other  landside  facilities  and  airfields. 

Based  on  simulation  modeling,  Logan  Airport  experienced 
120,000  hours  of  runway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions 
are  taken,  runway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as  high 
as  333,000  hours  under  a  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  The 
Prefen-ed  Alternative  produces  immediate  and  long-term 
benefits  by  lowering  runway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had 
been  in  place  in  1998,  and  by  as  much  as  94,000  hours  in  the 
future  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  Because  of  the  impact  of 
the  regional  alternatives,  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenano  is  not 
expected  to  be  achieved  until  2015.  The  sooner  airside 
efficiencies  are  implemented;  the  more  benefits  will  accrue 
over  time.  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows 
that  delay  reduction  benefits  increase  over  time  as  traffic 
levels  increase. 


Letter  225:  Robert  A.  DeMayo 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

225.2    !  Analysis  Base  Year 

Assumptions/ 
Methodologies  ^ 


Comment 


...  The  data  baseline  years  used  for  data  classes ... 
establishing  the  base  for  comparison  and  projections 
differ. ... 


225.3    :  Delay  ;  Model  ...  As  reported  in  the  1994/1995  GEIR,  the  modeling 

constants  and  algorithms  used  to  compose  the  NEM 
contours  were  flawed,  but  it  is  that  very  data  which  was 
used  at  that  time  to  make  noise  contour  projections  into 
1999,  and  eliminate  homes  for  mitigation  eligibility. ... 

The  DELAYSIM  model  must  be  proven  over  a 
considerably  longer  time  period  and  the  model  compared 
to  empirical  data,  before  the  sponsor  is  allowed  to  rely  on 
it  to  define  the  problem  and  be  accepted  as  proof. ... 

The  seat  departure  metric  is  only  an  accurate 
measurement,  when  supported  by  data  indicating  the 
number  of  seat  departures  with  passengers  in  them. 
Without  that  data,  an  accurate  measurement  of 
passenger  delays  and  cost  cannot  be  made. ... 


Response 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  updated  information 
for  1998— the  latest  year  for  which  actual  Logan  Airport  data 
are  available.  1993  was  adopted  as  the  base  year  when  the 
Airside  Improvement  studies  commenced  in  1994.  The 
primary  function  of  the  Base  Year  analysis  is  to  calibrate  the 
airfield  operation  models  and  environmental  impact  models. 
The  benefits  and  impacts  of  the  action  alternatives 
(Alternatives  1 , 1  A,  2  and  3)  are  assessed  by  comparing 
these  not  with  the  base  year,  but  with  Alternative  4,  the  No- 
Action  Alternative. 

Refer  to  Section  4.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  on  the  estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays.  It 
includes  a  description  of  F/VA  and  U.S.  DOT  delay  measures 
and  their  limitations,  an  explanation  of  computer  models  for 
estimating  flight  delays,  and  historical  data  on  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  and  other  major  United  States  airports.  The 
methodology  used  for  the  Airside  Project  includes  the  effects 
of  constraints  at  Logan  Airport,  and  produces  lower  delay 
estimates  than  FAA  modeling.  The  FAA  approved  all  the 
models,  which  have  been  validated  in  previously  published 
studies  of  Logan  Airport. 

The  FAA  Technical  Center  was  responsible  for  the  capacity  and 
delay  results  in  the  1992  FAA  Capacity  Enhancement  Report  for 
Logan  Airport  that  concluded  the  need  for  Runway  14/32,. 
reduced  minimums  and  taxiway  improvements.  The  Technical 
Center  simulated  Logan  Airport  airfield  operations  with  the 
RDSIM  model  and  estimated  that  when  activity  reached 
504,000  annual  operations,  total  delay  would  exceed 
260,000  hours  per  year  The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
forecasts  delays  to  increase  to  157,500  hours  per  year  when 
annual  operations  reach  510,000  with  the  29M  Low  Fleet 
scenario.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  compares  the  FAA 
Technical  Center  delay  estimates  in  1992  with  those  of  the 
Logan  Airside  Project  estimates.  The  FAA  has  concluded  that 
the  Airside  delays  represent  "a  plausible  and  conservative 
estimate...." 

The  FAA  consistently  rates  Logan  Airport  as  one  of  the  most 
delay  prone  airports  in  the  United  States  Logan  Airports 
estimated  annual  delay  hours  are  over  five  times  the  FAA's 
20,000-hour  threshold  for  a  severely  delayed  airport. 

All  models  are  recognized  by  the  FAA  and  have  been  used  in 
prior  studies  funded  by  the  FAA. 

The  forecasts  developed  for  the  future  scenarios  included 
estimates  of  passengers,  seats,  load  factors,  and  operations, 
so  estimates  of  the  delays  to  passengers  and  their  associated 
costs  consider  the  number  of  seat  departures  with  passengers 
(the  load  factor). 
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Code     Topic  1 

225.4    ;  Alternatives 


Topic  2  Comment 

Runway  14/32     There  is  insufficient  land  area  west  to  east  along  the 
14/32  heading  to  construct  a  5,000-foot  runway.  The 
5,000-foot  active  runway  length  plus  the  FAA  standard 
1,000-foot  runway  safety  area  ("RSA")  on  each  end 
exceeds  the  undeveloped  land  area  length.  To  build,  it 
would  impose  more  impacts  than  addressed  in  the 
EIS/EIR. 


225.5     Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


225.6 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


FAA/NEPA, 
MEPA 


...  The  sponsor  argues,  reduced  delays  at  Logan  will 
encourage  travel  from  the  regional  airports  is  specious. 
Only  the  No-Action  Alternative  and  Alternative  3 
(no-build),  as  a  result  of  the  forecast  increased  delays, 
will  induce  an  operation  shift  to  the  regional  airports. 
...With  no  agreement  in  place  and  a  build  scenario, 
passenger  volume  will  be  induced  at  Logan.  Carriers  are 
not  motivated  to  create  regional  markets. 


Response 

Runway  14/32  would  not  impact  land  areas  off  of  the  existing 
airfield.  A  Determination  of  Acceptance  of  the  Level  of  Safety 
will  be  sought  from  the  FAA  for  the  two  small,  triangular 
corners  of  the  Runway  32  end  RSA  and  the  portion  of  the 
RSA  south  of  the  runway,  which  lie  over  water. 


The  EIS/EIR  should  be  judged  inadequate  until  the  scope 
is  expanded  to  consider  all  concurrent  land  side  projects, 
and  the  impacts  on  the  surrounding  community  [including 
the  potential  for  increased  traffic  and  air  quality  impacts  in 
areas  currently  outside  the  sponsor's  self-determined 
study  area]. 


I  Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  T.F,  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester.  Massport  has  long  recognized  that  service 
development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these  airports 
are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-term  strategy  to 
accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growth.  Massport  has 
actively  encouraged  the  development  of  regional  airports  and 
full  use  of  other  options,  including  high-speed  rail  to 
Logan  Airport's  largest  market,  New  York.  Regional  sen/ice 
was  examined  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  This  analysis 
supports  the  conclusion  greater  use  of  the  regional  airports 
will  provide  passengers  within  the  service  area  of  such 
airports  with  a  viable  alternative  to  Logan  Airport.  Since 
demand  within  Logan  Airport's  pnmary  service  area  will 
remain  strong,  the  improvements  at  other  regional  airports  will 
not  eliminate  the  need  for  airside  projects  at  Logan  Airport. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that  "...the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this 
project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act...".  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 

The  Airside  Project  has  independent  utility  from  existing  and 
proposed  landside  projects  at  Logan  Airport.  The  proposed 
Airside  Projects  at  Logan  Airport  are  designed  to  improve 
airport  efficiency  and  better  accommodate  cun-ent  and  future 
levels  of  demand.  Long-term  growth  in  air  travel  demand  is  a 
recognized  worldwide  phenomenon  that  results  from 
economic  and  demographic  growth.  Massport  has  no  control 
over  the  underlying  detenninants  of  aviation  growth.  The 
construction  of  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  would  prevent  the 
significant  drop  in  airfield  capacity  that  now  occurs  dunng 
northwest  wind  conditions.  The  runway  will  not  increase 
Logan  Airport's  normal  operating  capacity  of  approximately 
120  operations  per  hour  which  is  available  nearly  80  percent 
of  the  year.  The  runway  does  not  induce  or  stimulate  new 
traffic  that  would  othenwise  not  occur  at  Logan  Airport. 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not 
increase  capacity,  but  rather  it  would  con-ect  a  series  of 
deficiencies  in  the  airfield  geometry  and  operation.  Massport's 
plans  to  handle  the  ground  access  requirements  of  future 
passenger  levels  are  discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999 
ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  and  its  subsequent  and  its 
subsequent  Environmental  Data  Reports  (Annual  Updates). 

No  alternatives  violate  the  NAAQS.  The  Preferred  Alternative 
shows  better  air  quality  results  than  the  other  alternatives. 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


225.7 

Regional 
:  Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

....The  proponent  implies  the  Preferred  Alternative 
solution  is  a  short-term,  stop  gap  measure,  and 
irresponsibly  ignores  the  regional  transportation  problem, 
both  airside  and  land  side,  that  in  fact  would  be  solved  by 
a  second  major  airport. 

Based  on  simulatioa  modeling,  Logan  Airport  experienced 
120,000  hours  of  runway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions 
are  taken,  runway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as  high 
as  333,000  hours  under  a  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  produces  immediate  and  long-term 
benefits  by  lowering  runway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had 
been  in  place  in  1998,  and  by  as  much  as  94,000  hours  in  the 
future  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  Because  of  the  impact  of 
the  regional  alternatives,  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario  is  not 
expected  to  be  achieved  until  2015.  The  sooner  airside 
efficiencies  are  implemented;  the  more  benefits  will  accrue 
over  time.  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows 
that  delay  reduction  benefits  increase  over  time  as  traffic 
levels  increase. 

Because  the  development  of  a  second  major  airport  would 
require  ten  to  15  years  for  site  selection  and  environmental 
review,  in  addition  to  a  multi-year  construction  period,  this 
option  is  not  viewed  as  a  solution  to  accommodating  forecast 
demand  over  the  next  20  years. 

:  225.8 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

It  is  incumbent  upon  the  sponsor,  under  its  charter,  not 
encourage  operations  outside  of  eastern  Massachusetts, 
along  with  the  growth  and  revenue,  but  actively  pursue 
the  second  Massachusetts  airport  long  term  solution  

Because  the  development  of  a  second  major  airport  would 
require  ten  to  1 5  years  for  site  selection  and  environmental 
review  in  addition  to  a  multi-year  construction  period,  this 
option  is  not  viewed  as  a  solution  to  accommodating  forecast  ; 
demand  over  the  next  20  years.  Service  developments  at 
other  surrounding  airports,  including  Manchester, 
T.F.  Green/Providence  and  Worcester  Regional  airports, 
preclude  the  need  for  a  second  major  airport. 

225.9 

Alternatives 

Reduced 
Approach 
Minima 

The  proponent  again  demonstrates  irresponsibility 
bringing  forward  reduced  minima  within  this  EIS/EIR.  The 
DH  and  DA  reductions  are  in  direct  conflict  with 
agreements  in  place  with  the  FAA  and  the  reduction 
proposal  seeks  to  disregard  the  process  to  change  them. 

Thp  anrPPmpnt  hptwppn  thp  Pitv  nf  Rnctnn  iha  PA  A  anri 
1 1  ic  QLji  cci  1  ici  11  uciwcci  1  u  It;  wily  ui  ouoiui  1,  li  Ic  rrtM  diiu 

Massport  stipulates  that  any  modification  of  the  existing 
minimums  requires  completion  of  an  EIS/EIR,  even  though 
the  setting  of  minimums  is  othenwise  categorically  excluded 
from  the  EIS/EIR  process.  The  reduced  minimums  will,  in  fact,  : 
enhance  safety  by  providing  precision  guidance  to  a  point 
closer  to  touchdown  and  reducing  reliance  on  Runway  4R 
under  poor  weather  conditions,  when  winds  may  favor  use  of 
an  alternate  runway. 

225.10 

Alternatives 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

[The  proposed  taxiway  would  increase  pollutants  being 
blown  into  residential  areas.]  What  is  the  limit  of  planes 
allowed  to  queue  on  this  taxiway?  The  center  taxiway, 
without  limitations,  impacts  the  environmental  air  quality 
in  the  surrounding  residential  areas. 

No  alternatives  violate  the  NAAQS.  The  Prefen^d  Alternative 
shows  better  air  quality  results  than  the  other  alternatives.  No 
alternatives  violate  the  NAAQS.  The  Preferred  Alternative 
shows  better  air  quality  results  than  the  other  alternatives. 

Letter  225:  Robert  A.  DeMayo 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Drar  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


225.11 

Public  Health 

Effects 

:  The  costs  related  to  early  deaths  and  adverse  physical 
conditions  to  people  living  in  close  proximity  to  the  high 
noise  contours  has  not  been  effectively  measured. ... 

Noise  was  identified  as  the  only  off -airport  impact  associated 
with  the  Preferred  Alternative  (refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  lor  a  discussion  on  noise  impacts). 
Environmental  and  health  studies  relating  to  the  City  of 
Chelsea  were  reviewed  to  assess  the  potential  (or  other 
cumulative  or  multiple  adverse  exposures,  since  the  increase 
in  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  associated  with 
the  Preferred  Alternative  is  primanly  within  this  community.  A 
review  of  issues  within  Chelsea  indicated  a  concern  regarding  i 
toxic  discharges  associated  with  industrial  facilities,  truck  | 
emissions,  and  contamination  of  Chelsea  Creek.  There  was 
nothing  to  suggest  that  these  issues  increased  the  noise 
impacts  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Mitigation 
of  the  increased  noise  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  will 
be  provided  to  affected  communities  in  the  form  of  residential 
sound  insulation.  Refer  to  Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  additional  information. 

225.12 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

MEPA 

The  scope  of  the  EIR  should  be  expanded  to  correlate 
the  results  of  [the  'Taylor  study  of  the  East  Boston  Health 
Center"]  study  within  the  context  of  the  earliest  noise 
contours. ... 

The  Scope  of  Work  for  the  Supplemental  DEIS/  FEIR  was 
defined  by  the  FAA  and  MEPA  following  an  initial  scoping 
process.  A  subsequent  set  of  tasks  was  developed  after  a 
follow-up  review  of  the  Draft  document  by  the 
Supplemental  DEIS  Panel  empowered  by  the  FAA  to  add 
supplemental  information  to  the  Supplemental  DEIS.  Neither 
scope  included  mention  of  the  'Taylor  Study". 

:  225.13 

Noise 

Impacts 

1 

...The  noise  level  and  resulting  resonant  vibration  during 
takeoffs  from  runway  22  are  so  high  that  they  fall  into  the 
unsafe  category  for  very  short  time  penods  under  federal 
OSHA  standards  for  safe  working  environments,  and  by 
inference  are  unsafe  for  residential  environments. 

OSHA  standards  are  not  applicable  to  community  noise. 
Nevertheless,  the  baseline  standard  for  workers  is  a 
maximum  exposure  of  90  dBA  continuously  \or  8  hours  per 
day,  with  higher  levels  up  to  120  dBA  permitted  over  shorter 
durations.  As  indicated  in  the  tables  of  data  listing  Times- 
Above-Threshold  sound  levels  (e.g.  Table  E-4  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  showing  results  tor  the  High 
Regional  Jet  scenarios),  the  highest  duration  exposure  to 
levels  of  85  dBA  (5  dB  more  conservative  than  OSHA)  occur 
at  Site  4  in  Winthrop  where  the  total  duration  of  the  exposure 
over  a  full  24-hour  period  is  only  14.4  minutes.  Exposure 
above  90  dBA  OSHA  standard  is  obviously  less  than  that  and  i 
is  well  below  the  allowable  8  continuous  hours.  The  noise 
levels  occurring  in  even  the  closest  community  do  not  come 
close  to  exceeding  OSHA  standards. 

225.14 

Noise 

Impacts 

Mitigation  is  nearly  impossible  for  these  low  frequencies 
[<100  Hz),  and  results  in  resonance  effects  inducing 
vibration  in  the  majority  of  residences,  located  in  the  65  to 
75  Ldn  contours,  built  with  lightweight  wall  structures. 

Neither  Massport  nor  the  FAA  is  aware  of  any  evidence  to 
support  the  contention  that  structural  damage  has  ever 
occurred  due  to  overflights.  Noise-induced  vibration  levels 
from  aircraft,  though  they  may  cause  rattling,  are  normally 
less  than  footfalls  produced  by  people  walking  through  their 
own  homes.  i 

Letter  225:  Robert  A.  DeMayo 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


I 

■ 


Maiy  Drcitiein 
408  Sumner  Street 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 


LETTER  226 


March  3,  1999 

Secretary  Robert  Durand 
do  ME? A 

100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 


Dear  Secretary  Durand: 


rendered  n^y  areas  m,fi,  ,o  live  i„.  if  .^Sii.  *= 

polluaon  =«d  air  poUution,  fro"  Si  =^<»  »f  ™ise 

be  n.ovmg  nieiBdently  ,o  and  from  L<^  ^'^'^  Mo  Iraffic,  bonnd  to 

by  Peter  Blute  ,o  promote  OnT^cZ^tJ^^J^''  "^^  """"^  already 

r^d  raJ  sj^aem  between  Hanscom  md  BoC  mL^  f  ^        developing  a 

™t  as  well  as  to  live  in  is  being  daotag^  ^T^"'*  "^^"^         ^o^™  «  "ondetftl  dty  to 

oonstantttV  ^'mS^^ZZ^,'^'^^  P«1.  I  o»  tell  yon  that  there  ts  stll 
some  ^uam  cold  wimer  days.        of™  b^^T"^  '^'^  "  ^""o"      ""^y  P^vide 
s"."a„sbt.ye,osedHome^tbnoeesb:t;trwSSSnt^^^ 

would  hJdo"fhr:r,htcFSlTCb^^  What 
doors  of  sleepmg  gusts  to  teU  them  thev  must  ,L  ""^  Wl,  tap  on  the 

W-MfAeairpor,isfulUfre?N%vTc^C^'"~°"l=^"°°"-  ^-P^^^^ 
H»s«™  and  T.F.  Oreo,  are  reasonable  Bofol' ™  «° 

«^c.wemustwo,l<,ored„cethesi.e„fOS/«:r^„"^^^^^^ 

This  is  a  difficult  problem  at  Iv^  -n, 
r^ns  why  Logan  should  reduce  if^^J^^'^S^'^'  "t""  '       '»        all  of  fte 
consider  what  has  been  said  here  I  »n  JsT       ,1      """^ reasonable  Please 
Boston.  Protea  the  envronm^t  of™o^  "-"P"      live  m  and  loX 


Sincerely, 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  226 
Mary  Dreitlein 
Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 


226.1 


Regional 
Transportation 


Topic  2 

Regional 
Airports 


Comment 


[Logan  is  already  beyond  its  operational  capacity. 
Massport  stiould  explore  Hanscom  as  an  alternative  to 
further  expansion  at  Logan.] 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EiS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  specifically  considered  the  role  of  Hanscom  Field 
in  the  analysis  of  regional  alternatives.  Hanscom  Field,  which 
serves  as  a  general  aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport, 
already  accommodates  a  significant  number  of 
aircraft  operations  (183,000  operations  in  1998).  The 
Hanscom  Field  activity  includes  private,  business,  charter, 
and  air  taxi  operations  that  might  othera/ise  use 
Logan  Airport.  Since  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  was 
filed,  Shuttle  America,  a  newly  founded  airline,  began 
commercial  scheduled  operations  at  Hanscom  Field,  offering 
limited  turboprop  services  to  short-haul  regional  markets  - 
Trenton,  Buffalo,  Hartford  (discontinued),  Wilmington, 
Delaware  (discontinued),  and  Greensboro.  Shuttle  Amenca  is 
also  conducting  operations  between  Hanscom  and 
New  York  LaGuardia  Airport.  While  Massport  supports 
commercial  service  at  Hanscom  Field  consistent  with  its 
established  policy  (60-seat  regulation),  it  believes  that 
Hanscom  Field  will  maintain  its  role  as  a 
major  general  aviation  reliever,  and  that  its 
geographic  proximity  to  Logan,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester  airports  will  prevent  its  development  as  a 
significant  commercial  airport.  Additionally,  commuter  airlines 
sen/ing  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely  to  move  a 
significant  number  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to 
Hanscom  Field,  since  approximately  50  percent  of 
passengers  on  Logan  Airport's  commuter  flights  connect  to 
other  Logan  Airport  flights.  However,  any  new  commercial 
sen/ice  initiatives  proposed  for  Hanscom  Field  shall  be 
reviewed  for  consistency  with  the  Hanscom  GBR  (HGEIR), 
its  Annual  Updates,  and  applicable  regulatory  limitations,  and 
shall  be  considered  by  the 

Hanscom  Field  Advisory  Committee.  Refer  to  Section  2.6  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of 
Hanscom  Field.  The  environmental  impacts  of 
commercial  sen/ices  at  Hanscom  Field  are  summarized  from 
the  HGEIR  and  appear  in  Appendix  B  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  226:  Mary  Dreitlein 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


MaryDreitJdn  LFTTFR  997 

408  Sumner  Street  ^^ilLfiCCl 
East  Boston,  MA  02 1 28 

Mr.  Robert  Durand 

SS^^'^c^'^l^  ^  of  Environmental  Afiir. 
100  Cambndge  Street,  Room  2000 

Boston,  MA  02202 
April  11,  1999 
Dear  Mr.  Durand; 


Massports  desire  to  expand  Logan  Airport  iswmno^.  0"[  goeradon,  but  many  generation  in  the  future 
toforceMa^rttoSSahernTe^o^.^"^  ^nng  mcr««ed  poU.tion  to  our  city.  Itis^ 

pac^J^tSrSfetX^^ 

Those  that  ^ppon  thi,  expansion  do  so  in  the^^^ev  ^Sf^      \"  ?  °^Logan. 
^mcreased  noise  and  air  poDution  Howsad  hktoh^rM    ^ o^^^he  emaronment,  of 
cape  cod  because  of  t.  ^  ^-X^'^^ 

accepted  u;:!!.'^e^o\'l^at^^^^  EastBo«onhas 
oflife.  E*chyearthep:.>bIet=hasS^"^j^^^  007  . 

toev«yone.  Iflx>gan  were  down  s.ze?^wt^rt^,!^"^  227 
plans  would  land  on  time,  and  the  passengeT^^^ 

wh,ch  I  may  add  is  usually  the  moHSTpr^f  ^  4  '°  ^ 

say  for  ^^'JZ^^'iT:!^^,  nTi^"^^  ^^^^^  ^°  ^  «^>Je  to 

FAAmoddingwasnotadhexedrr^  a  fa^  t^t^^^  It  is  a  fact  that  the  907  0 

fact  that  Masspon  w^  not  reveal  it's  t^  or  fift^y"^;,^  ^  '       of  alternative  sn.d.es.  It  is  also  a  ^'^ 

When  Massport  ofiBcials  sneak  nf  tK*  i 
do  no,  ™=„„o„  ,h.  p,„po«i  air  ^tw^f '°    ^,  "  *'y 

proposed  jcheduJe.  "  '"«ity-four  dollan  one  way.  Nor  do  the  discuss  Ihe 

reason  wJ^S^;r;rSLt;r^,^^^^  Thereisno 

Logan.  Logan  can  best  serve  Boston  S^^Sr^  ^.'*^"^^"^^'^^^^^  997  0 

surrounding  communities  by  moving  people  not  freight.  .0 

like  to  sZ^:lrZZ  \  l^XmTel^ :^i-^r  ^^^^  ^  ^  ^--'^  ^  would 

respoT^ible  for  seven  generations."  TTe^^ofZrT.  '^  ""^T^  "^"^  ^  are 

generations  to  come.  Protect  our  city  prm^Toir^  deasion  will  be  either  the  pains  or  pleasures  of  the 
of  us  that  are  here  now  Qean  air  fs  mo  '  ^  "  '1^'°'"*^  generations  yet  to  come  as  well  as  tho^ 
your  job  to  protect  the  envi^^  ^  "'^^  ""ke  your  decision  carefSy  I^s 


Sincerely, 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  227 
Mary  Dreitlein 
Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Co<te     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


227.1 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Airfield  Capacity 

(Logan  is  operating  beyond  its  capacity  and  should  be 
downsized.] 

The  Preferred  Alternative,  and  specifically  unidirectional 
;  Runway  14/32,  would  not  increase  Logan  Airport's  normal 

airfield  capacity  of  approximately  120  operations  per  hour, 
i  This  capacity  is  available  at  Logan  Airport  approximately 
i  80  percent  of  the  time.  Runway  1 4/32  would  allow 
;  Logan  Airport  to  maintain  this  capacity  during  periods  of 
;  strong  northwest  winds  that  now  require  controllers  to  operate 

on  only  one  or  two  runways,  compared  to  the  typical 
:  three-runway  configurations  used  at  Logan  Airport.  The 

runway  will  not  increase  Logan  Airport's  normal  operating  ; 

capacity,  nor  will  it  encourage  or  induce  an  increase  in  aircraft  ! 

operations. 

I  227.2 

Environmental 
Review  Process 

MEPA 

[The  EIS/EIR  used  outdated  figures  to  describe  existing 
conditions  and  project  future  use.] 

In  response  to  the  request  made  by  the  EPA,  as  well  as  by  EOEA  ! 
in  its  MEPA  Certificate  on  the  Draft  EIR,  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  includes  delay  and  environmental  analyses  for  1 998 
to  reflect  cun-ent  conditions  and  to  provide  context  to  the  delay 
problem  at  Logan  Airport  However,  it  should  be  noted  that  the 
appropriate  comparison  for  assessing  future  year  conditions  and 
the  effectiveness  of  the  Airside  Project,  is  a  comparison  of  the 
Preferred  Altemative  to  the  No  Action  Altemative,  not  a 
comparison  of  the  Prefenred  Altemative  to  the  base  year. 

A  discussion  of  current  and  historic  conditions  can  be  found  in 
Section  4.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  In  response  to  the 
request  made  by  the  EPA,  as  well  as  by  EOEA  in  its 
MEPA  Certificate  on  the  Draft  EIR,  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  : 
includes  delay  and  environmental  analyses  for  1 998  to  reflect 
current  conditions  and  to  provide  context  to  the  delay  problem  at 
Logan  Airport.  However,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  appropnate 
comparison  for  assessing  future  year  conditions  and  the 
effectiveness  of  the  Airside  Project,  is  a  comparison  of  the 
Preferred  Altemative  to  the  No  Action  Altemative,  not  a 
comparison  of  the  Preferred  Altemative  to  tfie  base  year. 

Letter  227:  Mary  Dreitlein 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 

Operational 
Restrictions 


Comment 

[Logan  should  hiave  a  curfew  as  other  airports  do.  Freight  and 
small  planes  should  use  Hanscom.] 


Response 

A  curfew  is  considered  an  airport  access  restriction.  According  to 
the  "Noise  Acf ,  airport  access  restrictions  are  subject  to  FAA 
review  and  require  completion  of  a  FAR  Part  161  Study.  Since  the 
Noise  Act  was  enacted,  the  FAA  has  not  approved  any  Part  161 
access  restrictions  proposed  by  airport  operators. 

Regarding  caps  on  airport  operations,  federal  constitutional 
provisions  (preemption,  commerce  clauses,  equal  protection), 
federal  aviation  statutes  and  regulations,  and  contractual 
provisions  related  to  covenants  in  connection  with  the  Federal 
Airport  Improvement  Program  grants  which  Massport  receives, 
restrict  Massport's  ability  to  control  the  number  of  aircraft 
operations  at  Logan  Airport. 

In  fact,  50  percent  of  passengers  on  Logan  Airport  commuter 
flights  connect  to  other  Logan  Airport  flights. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs'  Certificate  on  the  ENF 
directed  Massport  to  "discuss  [these]  off-airport  alternatives  and 
analyze  the  potential  each  has  to  divert  passengers  and/or  cargo 
from . . .  Logan  Airport."  Cargo  operations  were  not  specifically 
analyzed  because  tiiey  account  for  only  two  percent  of  aircraft 
activity  at  Logan  Airport  and  since  most  all  cargo  aircraft  operate 
during  off-peak  hours,  cargo  operations  do  not  contiibute  to 
delays  at  Logan  Airport. 


Letter  227:  Mary  Dreitlein 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


LETTER  228 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  228 
Charles  and  Ann  Dulcetta 
Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 


228.1  Alternatives 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Other  Non- 

Constmction 

Alternatives 


[Please  try  to  find  an  altemative  solution  to  an  expansion  of 
Logan.] 


Response 


Tfie  improvement  concepts  evaluated  in  the  Airside  Project 
Analysis  evolved  from  prior  studies  including  the  FAA's  Logan 
Capacity  Enhancement  Plan  (October  1 992);  the  Logan  Runway 
Incursion  Mitigation  Plan/Taxiway  Relocation  Study 
(December  1 993);  the  Logan  Final  GBR  (July  1 993);  and  the 
Logan  Airside  Improvements  Feasibiiity  Study  Please  1  Report 
published  in  July  1995.  The  FAA  evaluated  a  numerous  physical, 
operational,  and  administrative  concepts  for  reducing 
Logan  Airport  delays  in  its  Boston  Logan  International  Airport 
Capacity  Enhancement  Plan.  The  FAA  recommended  several 
improvement  concepts,  including  unidirectional  Runway  14/32,  for 
further  study.  These  improvement  concepts,  as  well  as  concepts 
from  other  studies,  were  individually  examined  by  tvlassport  in  the 
Logan  Airside  Feasibility  Study  published  in  July  1 995.  Based  on 
the  Feasibility  study,  some  concepts  were  rejected  and  the  most 
promising  concepts  were  combined  into  the  Alternatives 
considered  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  The  alternatives 
analysis  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  is  consistent  with 
state  and  federal  scoping  directives  for  the  Airside  Project.  The 
results  of  the  Airside  analysis  indicate  that  alternatives  that  include 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32  provide  the  most  benefit  in  terms  of 
delay  reduction  and  ability  to  achieve  PRAS  goals. 


Letter  228:  Charles  and  Ann  Dulcetta 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


i 


I 


Bcc : 
From: 
'bject : 

ce  : 

each: 
Certify: 
Priority: 
Defer  until : 
Expires : 
Forwarded  by; 


Arthur  Pugsley@MEPA®EOEA 
<RFLEMING®WESLEY . IT . EMERSON . EDU> 
Runway  14/3  2  environment  impact  report 
Tuesday,  April  20,   1999  13:55:44  EDT 

N 

Normal 


LETTER  229 


Dear  Mr.  Pugsley, 

I  am  writing  as  part  of  che  public  comment  on  the  issue  of  the  environmental  imp 
act 

report  filed  by  Massport .     I  believe  that  this  report  is  inadequate  and  should 
be  rejected.     The  report  does  not  sufficiently  address  the  impact  of  the  new 
runway  on  the  resident  of  the  surrounding  communities.     Specifically,   it  does 
not  address  the  health  effects  that  increased  flights  will  have  on  the  residents 

229  1 

of  Eagle  Hill  neighborhood  in  East  Boston.      It  also  does  not  address  the  effect 
of  these  increased  flights  on  the  real  estate  value  of  property  in  this  neighbor 
hood.     Finally,   I  believe  that  the  rationale  for  building  a  new  runway  is  mislea 
ding 

at  worst,  of  flawed  at  best.     Massport  is  using  skewed  f igures . . . . the  chose  1993 

a  base  year  becuase  it  had  the  largest  number  of  delays,   and  they  down  plat229  2 
fact  that  delays  have  decreased  since.     Also,   they  have  devised  their  own 
formula  for  calculating  the  number  of  delays,    instead  of  using  the  formula  estab 
lished  and  used  by  the  FAA.     Finally,    the  new  runway  is  only  a  stop  gap  measure 
iimpact  on  reducing  delays  will  disappear  in  less  than  10  years.  2293 

Again,    I  urge  you  to  reject  this  report  as  inadequate  and  send  Massport  back  to 
the  drawing  board  to  produce  a  plan  for  delay  reduction  based  on  a  true  regional 

airport  system,   landings  slots  and  peak  hour  pricing. 

Sincerely, 


Robert  Fleming 

23  Princeton  St 

E.   Boston  MA  02128 

rf lemingOemerson . edu 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  229 
Robert  Fleming 
Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


229.1    :  Public  Health  Effects 


229.2  Delay 


229.3    i  Alternatives 


Model 


Comment 


...  The  [EIS/EIR]  does  not  sufficiently  address  the  impact 
I  of  the  new  runway  on  the  resident  of  the  surrounding 
:  communities.  Specifically,  it  does  not  address  the  health 
;  effects  that  increased  flights  will  have  on  the  residents 
;  [and]  the  effect  of  these  increased  flights  on  the  real 
^    estate  value  of  property  in  this  neighborhood. ... 

;  [Massport  invented  their  own  method  for  calculating 
impacts  rather  than  using  the  FAA-approved  method.] 

Runway  14/32  :  [The  new  ainway  is  a  stop  gap  measure  at  best  and  will 
I  only  reduce  delays  for  10  years.] 


Response 


Comment  noted. 


All  models  are  recognized  by  the  FAA  and  have  been  used  in 
prior  studies  funded  by  the  FAA. 


Based  on  simulation  modeling,  Logan  Airport  experienced 
120,000  hours  of  runway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions 
are  taken,  runway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as  high 
as  333,000  hours  undera  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  produces  immediate  and  long-tenn 
benefits  by  lowering  runway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had 
been  in  place  in  1998,  and  by  as  much  as  94,000  hours  in  the 
future  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  Because  of  the  impact  of 
the  regional  alternatives,  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario  is  not 
expected  to  be  achieved  until  2015.  The  sooner  airside 
efficiencies  are  implemented;  the  more  benefits  will  accme 
over  time.  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows 
that  delay  reduction  benefits  increase  overtime  as  traffic 
levels  increase. 


I. 


Letter  229:  Robert  Fleming 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


22  April  1999 


LETTER  230 

Mr.  Authur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act 
Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Room  2000 
Boston,  MA  02202 

John  C.  Silva,  Manager 
Environmental  Programs 
Airports  Division,  ANE  -  600 
New  England  Region 
12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 

Re:     Massachusetts  Port  Authority  (MP A) 

Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  ("Project") 

Boston-Logan  International  Airport 

Boston/Winthrop 

Gentlemen: 

I  strongly  request  that  the  Massachusetts  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs,  Secretary  Durand,  (the 
Secretary)  and  the  FAA  determine  that  significant  planning  deficiencies  exist  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  of 
the  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  ("Project")  that  must  be  addressed,  that  the 
document  be  found  "INADEQUATE"  and  that  a  new  Draft  document  be  required.  Each  of  the  major 
three  parts;  the  proposed  runway  14/32,  the  centerfield  taxiway  between  the  4/22  runways  and, 
lowering  of  the  minimum  have  major  environmental  impacts  for  the  greater  Boston  metropolitan 
area  which  have  not  been  adequately  addressed.  In  addition,  the  data  and  studies  used  are  outdated 
and  a  1998  base  year  should  be  required  with  the  planning  period  extended  from  2010  to  2020. 

The  proposed  project  is  clearly  major  and  complicated,  having  involving  both  air  side  and  ground 
side  implications.  It  is  but  a  segment  of  a  long  term  airport  expansion  plan. 

I  also  want  to  go  on  record  concerning  the  conflict  of  interest  that  exists  for  the  FAA  to  be  a 
proponent  for  the  Project  and  then  also  one  of  the  decision  makers  in  determining  the  Project's 
adequacy.  I  request  that  the  EPA  take  the  lead  role  for  this  decision  because  of  the  conflict. 

A  comprehensive  northeast  regional  transportation  plan,  including  all  forms  of  transportation,  should 
be  developed  and  put  in  place  before  any  airport  expansion  is  allowed.  This  should  be  accomplished 
with  the  cooperation  of  all  interested  parties,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  residents,  businesses,  and 
organizations.  It  should  also  analyze  all  impacts,  including  airside  and  landside  at  airports,  track 


_  „  —  ^jMwwtit.  piupciuc5  lui  rail,  any  new  planned  or  proposed  marine  ferry 

'  development  or  road  development  It  should  explore  all  environmental  impacts  on  wetlands, 
waterways,  flora,  fauna,  and  human,  including  health  studies  as  well  as  air  and  noise  impacts.  All 
impacts  in  the  Northeast  must  be  addressed  and  a  plan  developed  to  determined  the  least  invasive 
environmental  impacts  for  developments  needed  to  meet  not  just  Massachusetts  requirements  but  the 
entire  North  East  the  region's  requirements  for  future  long  term  growth.  This  Airside  Improvement 
Study  is  only  one  element  of  the  Project  and  should  not  be  permitted  until  the  landside  and  regional 
impacts  are  included.  Segmental  planning  cannot  and  should  not  be  tolerated. 

The  MPA  makes  the  claim  in  their  transmission  letter  of  February  19,  1999  that,  "...the  lapse  of  time 
between  the  publication  of  the  ENF  and  the  publication  of  notice  availability  of  this  Draft  EIR  has 
no  adverse  environmental  consequences..."  This  is  blatantly  untrue.  Weather  conditions  alone 
have  dramatically  changed  over  the  last  five  years  because  of  the  El  Nino  and  La  Nina  effects.  FAA 
delay  data  (DELAYSIM)  shows  that  Logan's  delay  situation  has  improved  since  1993  and  is 
essentially  in  equilibrium.  The  entire  analysis  in  the  document  needs  to  be  updated. 

I  urge  the  Secretary  and  FAA  to  require  the  MPA  to  change  the  base  year  for  planning  for  the  project 
to  calendar  year  1998,  to  revise  all  presentations  in  the  DEIS/DEIR,  including  the  appendices  thereto 
to  reflect  the  changes  and  to  extend  the  planning  period  to  2020  from  2010  with  concomitant 
revisions  in  projected  levels  of  activity  and  impact  and  to  require  that  the  DEIS/DEIR  be 
republished. 

Massport  has  not  met  the  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (40  CFR  Part  1 502 
Environmental  Impact  Statements)  that  requires: 

1.  the  DEIS/DEIR  to  "Rigorously  explore  and  objectively  evaluate  all  reasonable 
alternatives,  and  for  alternatives  which  were  eliminated  from  detailed  study, 
briefly  discuss  the  reasons  for  their  having  been  eliminated." ' 

1  would  expect  the  DEIS/DEIR  alternatives  to  include,  but  not 
be- limited  to,  the  following: 

a:  Development  of  a  new  airport, 

b:  Consideration  of  Implementing  a  High-Density  Rule  (Slots) 
c:  Consider  Implementation  of  FAR  Part  161  regulations  to 

provide  aircraft  noise  and  access  restrictions  for  Stage  2  and 

Stage  3  operations  at  Logan  to  provide  noise  relief  to  affected 

communities,  and. 
d:  A  thorough  regional  transportation  plan,  including  rail,  and 

all  environmental  impacts. 

2.  regarding  methodology  and  scientific  accuracy,  that,  "...They  shall  identify  any 
methodologies  used  and  shall  make  explicit  reference  by  footnote  to  the  scientific 
and  the  sources  relied  upon  for  the  conclusions  in  the  statement."^ 

The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  indicate  the  detailed  methodology  used  to 
develop  the  levels  of  passenger  forecasts  presented 


'  Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  40  CFR  Part  1502.14(a) 
^Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  40  CFR  Part  1502.24 


i.  tne  enviromnentai  consequences  regarding  the  following,  "The  discussion  will  include 

the  environmental  impacts  of  the  alternatives  including  the  proposed  action,  any  adverse 
environmental  effects  wWch  cannot  be  avoided  should  the  proposal  be  implemented,  the 
relationship  of  long-term  productivity,  and  any  irreversible  or  irretrievable  commitments 
of  resources  which  would  be  involved  in  the  proposal  should  it  be  implemented.  It  shall 
include  discussions  of:  ...(g)  Urban  quality,  historic  and  cultural  resources,  and  the 
design  of  the  built  environment..."^ 

The  DEIS/DEIR  discusses  the  preferred  altematives  effect  on 
historic  districts  but  does  not  comment  on  the  urban  quality,  or 
the  design  of  the  built  environment.  Although  Peak  Hour 
Pricing  in  Alternate  1  clearly  shows  to  be  the  most  beneficial 
for  delays  and  thus,  noise  reduction,  the  MPA  continues  not 
to  consider  this  alternative  except  as  a  future  option. 

4.  "An  agency  shall  commence  preparation  of  an  environmental  impact  statement  as  close 

as  possible  to  the  time  the  agency  is  developing  or  is  presented  with  a  proposal  230.5 
(PP  1508.23)  so  that  preparation  can  be  completed  in  time  for  the  final  statement  to  be         (cont. ) 

mcluded  in  any  recommendation  or  report  on  the  proposal.  The  statement  shall  be 
prepared  early  enough  so  that  it  can  serve  practicaUy  as  an  important  contribution  to  the 
decisionmaking  process  and  will  not  be  used  to  rationalize  or  justify  decisions  already 
made."  PP  1508.23  describes  a  proposal  as  the  following:  "  'Proposal'  exists  at  the  stage  in 

the  development  of  an  action  when  an  agency  subject  to  the  Act  has  a  goal,  is  actively 

preparing  to  make  a  decision  on  one  or  more  alternative  means  of  accomplishing  that  goal, 
and  the  effect  can  be  meaningfully  evaluated."* 

The  ENF  Certificate  was  issued  November  22,  1995.  The  MPA 
and  the  FAA  have  not  complied  with  the  required  timing  of  the 
DEIS/DEIR  document  Furthermore,  the  analysis  uses  baseline 

data  of  1993  for  a  document  submitted  in  1999.  Weather,  as  well 

as, aircraft  and  major  regional  infrastructure  and  developments 

have  occurred  to  the  point  where  a  1998  base  year  should  be  required. 

A  lack  of  "reasonable  altematives"  exists  because  of  the  lack  of  assessment  of  either  Hanscom  (no 
mention  of  this  Massachusetts  Port  Authority  owned  and  operated  airport  in  the  document)  or  a 
second  major  airport  or  other,  the  possible  diversion  of  cargo  to  another  airport,  and  the 
documentation  of  history  of  PRAS  and  the  problems  of  implementation.  Further,  I  do  not  believe 
that  the  metropolitan  Boston  communities  cannot  continue  to  absorb  the  landside  growth  that  would 
accompany  the  proposed  airside  growth  at  the  airport. 

I  believe  there  should  be  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  causes  of  the  delays  in  the  document  which  show 

aircraft  mechanical  problems,  crew  caused  delay,  and  weather  causes  both  at  Logan  and  those  caused  230 

by  weather  at  other  airports.  The  documented  analysis  is  outdated  and  inadequate. 

Lowering  of  the  minimum  on  runway  22L  is  an  additional  concem,  particularly,  for  the  near  in 
neighborhood  of  the  Saratoga  Street  area  of  East  Boston.  Not  only  does  this  allow  for  an  increased 


'  Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  40  CFR  Part  1502.16 
*  Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  40  CFR  Part  1502.5 


number  of  flights  to  land  at  Logan  Airport,  it  also  will  spread  the  noise  from  the  missed  approach 
aircraft  more  horizontaily  thus  impacting  the  neighborhood  at  the  end  of  runway  22L  with  increased 
noise.  Nor  does  it  take  into  account  the  feet  that  the  noise  created  by  "spooling  up"  adversely  affects 
neighborhoods  far  behind  the  aircraft.  Further  computer  modeling  does  not  present  the  real  life         230  I 
occurrence  in  the  surrounding  communities  and  a  more  accurate  analysis  needs  to  be  done. 
Communities  constantly  challenge  the  65  db  contour  lines  with  regards  to  soundproofmg  and  which 
does  not  include  air  conditioning,  but  does  require  that  a  residence  meet  current  code  specifications. 
This  can  cause  financid  stress  on  the  already  noise  impacted  residents. 


The  proposed  Centerfield  taxiway  between  runways  4L/22R  and  4R/22L  leads  to  further  increased 
operations  at  Logan  Airport  and  increased  noise  for  the  close  in  residents  of  Winthrop,  Revere,  and 
East  Boston.  This  Taxiway  will  allow  for  additional  queuing  of  aircraft  very  close  to  the 
surrounding  neighborhoods  and  Constitution  Beach,  increased  operations  which  will  increase  noise 
and  further  degrade  of  the  quality  of  life  for  these  residents. 


230.8 


Boston  as  an  historic  city  will  suffer  the  brunt  of  negative  impacts  from  the  proposed  Project  and 
will  lose  a  quality  of  life  that  will  never  be  recaptured!  The  additional  number  of  flights,  as  well  as 
increased  traffic,  that  the  Project  would  allow  and  encourage  will  do  irreparable  harm  to  the  historic 
city  of  Boston  and  the  greater  metropolitan  area.  Development  of  high  speed  rail  connections  to 
other  airports  and  the  connection  of  Boston's  two  rail  stations  with  the  North/South  Rail  Link  could  230  9 
help  reduce  these  impacts.  Convention  locations  and  tourist  destinations  are  not  determined  by  the 
accessibility  of  an  airport,  rather  they  are  determined  by  the  quality  of  the  experience  of  the  location. 
No  other  major  city  around  the  world  has  had  loss  of  tourists  or  conventions  because  of  the 
convenience  or  inconvenience  of  the  locality's  airport.  For  the  MPA  to  claim  that  the  additional 
runway  and  centerfield  taxiway  are  needed  for  the  proposed  new  convention  center  is  nothing  more 
than  an  exaggeration.  Time  and  again  the  MPA  has  claimed  the  need  for  the  Project  for  the  good  of 
the  city  of  Boston.  With  the  proposed  growth  for  Logan  Airport  needless  adverse  impacts  will 
continue  to  grov/  over  one  of  the  most  historic  cities  in  the  country  Mayor  Menio  does  not  agree 
with  the  MPA  hypothesis  and  neither  do  I. 

Massporl  and  the  FAA  state  "when  dealing  with  an  existing  airport  (such  as  Logan  Airport)  within 
an  urban  setting  (such  as  metropolitan  Boston),  any  change  in  operating  conditions  aimed  at  more 
equitably  distributing  noise  impacts  (here,  in  accordance  with  the  PRAS  goals)  may  result  in  some 
increase  in  noise  at  specific  historic  areas  while  at  the  same  time  decreasing  noise  at  other  historic 
areas."'  I  believe  that  changes  to  Logan's  operating  conditions  are  not  any  more  important  than  the 
cultural,  historical  and  urban  quality  of  life  in  the  metropolitan  Boston  area. 

The  state  listed  endangered  upland  sandpiper  habitat  which  would  be  disrupted  by  Centerfield 

Taxiway  is  not  adequately  addressed  and  there  is  no  agreement  with  the  Massachusetts  Natural  230. 

Heritage  and  Endangered  Species  Program  although  this  has  been  a  known  area  of  concern  since 

1993. 


A  primary  concern  of  mine  is  for  the  newly  created  Boston  Harbor  Islands  National  Recreation  Area 
is  the  proposed  construction  of  runway  14/32  and  the  resultant  75,000  proposed  flights  over  the 
newly  created  Boston  Harbor  Recreational  Area.  This  impact,  one  of  environmental  injustice,  would 


'  DEIS/DEIR  Section  8.6.1.2  "Assessment  of  Impact" 


occur  lo  mosuy  inner  city  residents  who  frequent  the  islands  to  get  away  from  the  noise  and  hubbub 
of  city  life.  This  is,  and  should  continue  to  be,  a  time  for  them  to  experience  nature,  to  hear  and 
smell  the  harbor  and  study  the  skies.  These  sensory  experiences  would  be  severely  impacted  by  the 
exorbitant  number  of  flights  over  the  harbor.  I  spend  a  great  deal  of  time  in  on  the  harbor  and  on  the 
islands.  Aiplane  noise  is  akeady  an  interruption,  75,000  planes  a  year  will  be  intolerable. 

Children  from  school  groups,  Boy  and  Girl  Scout  troops,  Inner  City  Outings  groups,  and  many  other 
groups  camp  and  explore  the  islands  and  enjoy  learning  experiences  from  the  skies  to  the  flora  and 
fauna  of  the  islands  to  the  marine  life  and  water  quality.  All  of  this  will  be  degredated  by  the  subject 
project. 


The  roar  of  the  overhead  planes  will  make  a  camping  experience  a  horror  rather  than  the  wonderful 
enjoyment  of  sleeping  under  the  stars.  The  fuel  emissions  and  dumping  from  the  airplane  engines 
will  contaminate  the  islands  and  the  wildlife,  not  to  mention  the  humans  who  will  be  much  more 
exposed  by  being  out  of  doors  rather  than  at  home  or  work. 

In  conclusion,  I  see  this  proposed  Project  as  the  fust  step  in  further  major  development  at  Logan 
airport  There  is  also  no  guarantee  of  the  unidirectional  use  of  the  proposed  14/32  runway,  and  1 
request  that  due  to  the  the  lack  of  future  plans  and  analysis  for  the  airport  over  the  next  20  years  that 
the  current  document  be  declared  inadequate.  In  addition,  the  public  has  not  been  given  fair 
consideration  of  the  proposed  Project.  It  is  merely  an  interim  solution  to  a  much  bigger  and  more 
complex  problem  which  must  be  addressed  before  allowing  the  project  to  go  forward.  Further  the 
projected  growth  of  jet  operations  is  horrifying.  Other  alternatives  must  be  assessed.  The  possibility 
of  the  "New  Large  Aircraft"  (NLAs)'  has  not  been  mentioned  or  addressed  and  is  frightening  for 
those  of  us  who  live  in  such  close  proximity  to  the  airport. 

Because  none  of  the  above  mentioned  impacts  has  been  adequately  addressed  or,  in  some  cases,  even 
mentioned  in  the  DEIS/DEIR,  I  am  requesting  that  the  Massachusestts  Secretary  of  Environmental 
Affairs  and  the  FAA  detennine  that  significant  planning  deficiencies  exist  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  of  the 
Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  ("Project")  that  must  be  addressed,  that  the  documeni 
be  found  "INADEQUATE"  and  that  a  new  Draft  document  be  required 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 

Very  truly  yours. 


Ethan  D.  Hoag 

cc:  John  Devillars,  Director,  Regional  EPA 

Robert  Bartonowicy.  Regional  Director,  FAA 


'  FAA  Report  DOT/FAA/AR-97/26,  "Impact  of  New  Large  Aircraft  on 
Airport  Design,  "March  1998. 


•  Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  40  CFR  Part  1502.14(a) 
'  Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  40  CFR  Part  1 502.24 
'  Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  40  CFR  Part  1502.16 
'  Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  40  CFR  Part  1502.5 
'  DEIS/DEIS  Section  8.6.1.2  "Assessment  of  Impact" 

'  FAA  Report  DOT/FAA/AR-97/26,  "Impact  of  New  Large  Aircraft  on  Airport  Design, 
"March  1998. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  230 
Ethan  D.  Hoag 
Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


230.1 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


MEPA 


...  Each  of  the  major  three  parts;  the  proposed  runway 
14/32,  the  centerfield  taxiway  between  the  4/22  runways, 
and  lowering  of  the  minimum  have  major  environmental 
impacts  for  the  greater  Boston  metropolitan  area  which 
have  not  been  adequately  addressed.  In  addition,  the  data 
and  studies  used  are  outdated  and  a  1998  base  year  should 
be  required  with  the  planning  period  extended  from  2010  to 
2020. 


2302    ,  Environmental  FAANEPA, 
Review  f^EPA 
Process 


[There  is  a]  conflict  of  interest  that  exists  for  the  FAA  to  be  a 
proponent  for  the  Project  and  then  also  one  of  the  decision 
makers  in  determining  the  Projects  adequacy. ... 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
Airside  Project,  consistent  with  established  federal  and  state 
scoping  directives.  Appropriate  mitigation  associated  with  the 
Airside  Project  has  also  been  established.  Massport  has 
programs  in  place  to  reduce  the  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  Logan  Airport  as  a  whole.  These  initiatives 
are  described  in  the  Logan  Airport  ESPR  and  its  updates. 
The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
Airside  Project,  consistent  with  established  federal  and  state 
;  scoping  directives.  Appropriate  mitigation  associated  with  the 
;  Airside  Project  has  also  been  established.  Massport  has 
programs  in  place  to  reduce  the  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  Logan  Airport  as  a  whole.  These  initiatives 
are  described  in  the  Logan  Airport  ESPR  and  its  updates. 

Reducing  the  current  landing  minimums  for  Runways  15R, 
22L,  and  27  at  Logan  Airport  will  not  increase  noise  levels. 
Aircraft  will  follow  the  same  arrival  paths,  at  the  same 
altitudes  as  today,  but  the  location  at  which  a  missed 
approach  decision  must  be  made  will  be  moved  closer  to  the 
airport. 

Current  traffic  trends  at  Logan  Airport  and  the 
regional  airports  indicate  that  Logan  Airport  may  not  reach 
29  million  passengers,  presented  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  as  a  "1999"  projection,  until  2003.  Continued  air 
service  expansion  at  the  regional  airports  and  the  introduction 
of  high-speed  rail  to  New  York  in  December  2000  is  expected 
to  further  slow  Logan  Airport's  passenger  traffic  growth.  With 
these  developments,  Logan  Airport  is  expected  to  reach 
37.5  million  passengers  in  2015  rather  than  2010,  and  the 
45  million  passenger  forecasts  will  not  be  achieved  until 
2024.  Thus,  the  planning  forecasts  that  underlie  the  delays 
and  environmental  analyses  cover  a  planning  period  of 
at  least  20  years.  Refer  to  Section  4.2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  complete  discussion  of  the  planning 
forecasts. 

Comment  noted. 


Letter  230:  Ethan  D.  Hoag 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Punning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Finai.  EIR 


Code 

230.3 


Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

A  comprehensive  northeast  regional  transportation  plan, 
including  all  forms  of  transportation,  should  be  developed 
and  put  in  place  before  any  airport  expansion  is 
allowed... [This  plan  would  determine]  the  least  invasive 
environmental  impacts  and  developments  needed  to  meet 
not  just  Massachusetts  requirements  but  the  entire 
North  East  the  region's  requirements  lor  future  long-term 
growth. 


230.4  Delay 


Model  I  [The  DELAYSIM  study  is  outdated,  uses  incomplete  data 

and  needs  to  be  redone,  including  using  1998  as  the  base 
year  and  project  volume  to  the  year  2020. 


Response 

Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester.  Massport  has  long  recognized  that  service 
development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these 
airports  are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-term 
strategy  to  accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growth. 
Massport  has  actively  encouraged  the  development  of 
regional  airports  and  full  use  of  other  options,  including 
high-speed  rail  to  Logan  Airport's  largest  market,  New  York. 
Regional  service  was  examined  in  Chapter  2  of  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.  This  analysis  supports  the  conclusion  greater  use 
of  the  regional  airports  will  provide  passengers  within  the 
service  area  of  such  airports  with  a  viable  alternative  to 
Logan  Airport.  Since  demand  within  Logan  Airport's  primary 
service  area  will  remain  strong,  the  improvements  at  other 
regional  airports  will  not  eliminate  the  need  for  airside 
projects  at  Logan  Airport. 


The  projections  of  future  airfield  delays  at  Logan  Airport  are 
not  based  on  analysis  and  modeling  of  delays  which  occurred 
during  1993.  The  analysis  for  1993  was  included  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  provide  historical  perspective 
to  the  delay  problem  at  Logan  Airport  and  for  use  in  model 
calibration.  The  analysis  contained  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  has  been  updated  to  include  modeled  delay 
results  for  1998  to  provide  more  current  context  to  airfield 
conditions  at  Logan  Airport.  Refer  to  Section  4.2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  description  of  the  delay 
analysis  and  discussion  of  current  and  future  delays  at 
Logan  Airport. 

The  DELAYSIM  model  represents  the  most  precise  model 
developed  to  date  for  measuring  delay  at  Logan  Ainaort. 

FLAPS  and  DELAYSIM  have  been  discussed  in  Section  4.4  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  These  models  were  originally 
developed  lor  Logan  Airport  under  Massport  and  F/\A  funding, 
and  have  been  used  in  airport  planning  studies  in  the 
United  States  and  internationally. 


♦ 


Letter  230:  Ethan  D.  Hoag 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

230.5      Environmental  FAA/NEPA 
Review 
i  Process 


230.6  Delay 


230.7      Environmental  Impacts 
Justice 


230.8    :  Noise 


Impacts 


Comment 

Massport  iias  not  met  the  requirements  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  [by  failing  to]: 

...  "Rigorously  explore  and  objectively  evaluate  all 
reasonable  alternatives,  and  for  alternatives  which  were 
eliminated  from  detailed  study,  briefly  discuss  the  reasons 
for  their  having  been  eliminated." 

"...identify  any  methodologies  used  and  shall  make  explicit 
reference  by  footnote  to  the  scientific  and  the  sources 
relied  upon  for  the  conclusions  in  the  statement" ... 

"...include  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  alternatives 
including  the  proposed  action,  any  adverse  environmental 
effects  which  cannot  be  avoided  should  the  proposal  be 
implemented, ..." 

[Prepare  an  environmental  impact  report  in  a  timely 
manner.] 


Methodology      . . .  [T]here  should  be  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  causes  of 
the  delays  in  the  document  which  show  aircraft 
mechanical  problems,  crew  caused  delay,  and  weather 
causes  both  at  Logan  and  those  caused  by  weather  at 
other  airports.  The  documented  analysis  is  outdated  and 
inadequate. 


[Lowering  the  minimum  on  Runway  22L  will  adversely 
effect  the  adjacent  neighborhood.  The  report  fails  to 
consider  noise  created  by  aircraft  "spooling  up".] 


[The  proposed  taxiway  will  increase  noise  in  Winthrop, 
Revere  and  East  Boston.! 


Response 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft 
EIS  to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons. 


Delays  occur  when  wind  or  weather  conditions  require  the 
use  of  configurations  with  fewer  than  three  active  runways, 
when  poor  weather  requires  increased  separation  distances 
between  aircraft,  or  when  airlines  schedule  more  flights  than 
Logan  Airport  can  handle.  The  Airside  Project  addresses 
delays  from  constraints  at  Logan  Airport.  Section  1 .4  and 
Appendix  C  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  also  contains  a 
detailed  discussion  of  the  FAA  and  U.S.  DOT  delay  measures 
and  histoncal  data,  along  with  comparisons  of  Logan  Airport 
delays  within  the  context  of  delays  at  other  United  States 
airports. 

The  noise  model  does  account  for  the  noise  at  the  start  of 
takeoff  roll  as  pilots  advance  their  throttles  and  begin  to 
accelerate  down  the  runway  for  takeoff.  It  also  includes  a 
correction  for  higher  than  nomial  thrust  observed  dunng  the 
final  approach  to  land  as  well  as  a  short  application  of  thrust 
reversers  after  landing.  All  three  factors  effectively  account 
for  "spooling  up". 


In  1998, 77  percent  of  Logan  Airport's  jet  traffic  affected 
communities  to  the  north  and  south  of  the  airport- 
East  Boston,  Winthrop,  Revere,  parts  of  South  Boston, 
Dorchester,  Quincy,  l^ilton,  and  Braintree.  Without 
;  Runway  14/32,  as  much  as  88  percent  of 
:  Logan  Airport's  aircraft  operations  will  overfly  these 
:  communities  when  Logan  Airport  reaches 
37.5  million  passengers.  Construction  of  Runway  14/32  will 
allow  a  more  balanced  geographic  distribution  of 
aircraft  operations  over  populated  areas,  will  increase  the 
number  of  over-water  operations,  and  will  reduce 
noise  exposure  for  close-in  communities.  Furthermore,  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  also  demonstrates  the  more 
equitable  balance  of  noise  impacts  among  communities 
surrounding  Logan  Airport  that  can  be  achieved  with  the 
Preferred  Alternative  as  opposed  to  the  imbalance  that 
occurs  today  no  would  occur  in  the  future  if  no  action  is  taken. 

PRAS  noise  goals  are  based  on  the  fact  that  DNL  levels 
above  75  dB  are  considered  unacceptable  for  residential  land 
use  and  that  DNL  levels  above  70  dB  are  also  excessively 
high  and  should  be  reduced  if  feasible.  PRAS 
recommendations  are  thus  designed  to  shift  operations  off  of 
runways  where  these  high  levels  still  exist  -  primanly  in 
Winthrop  and  to  the  north  of  Logan  Airport  in  East  Boston  and 
Revere. 


Letter  230:  Ethan  D.  Hoag 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

230.9 


Topic  1 

Regional 
Transportation 


Topic  2 

Passenger  Rail 


Comment 


230.10  ;  Ecosystems 


[Boston  will  suffer  the  majority  of  impacts  associated  with 
this  project.  The  increased  number  of  flights  will  do 
Irreparable  harm  to  the  city  and  the  whole  metropolitan 
area.  High  speed  rail  connections  from  Boston  to  regional 
airports  is  a  better  solution.] 


Rare  species 


[Impacts  to  the  endangered  upland  sandpiper  habitat 
have  not  been  adequately  addressed.] 


230.11  :  Environmental 
Justice 


Impacts  [The  increased  flights  over  the  Boston  Harbor  National 

Recreation  Area  would  mostly  affect  inner  city  residents.] 


Response 

Masspon  advocates  increased  use  of  the  regional  airports 
and  high-speed  rail  services,  in  addition  to  construction  of 
Runway  14/32  and  the  other  airside  improvement  projects  at 
Logan  Airport,  as  a  comprehensive  plan  for  ensuring  an 
efficient  and  balanced  regional  transportation  system.  As  the 
analysis  in  Chapter  2  indicates,  these  off-airport  alternatives 
are  expected  to  reduce  aircraft  traffic  growth  pressures  at 
Logan  Airport,  but  they  will  not  eliminate  airside  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  that  occur  because  of  a  third  operating  mnway 
during  periods  of  northwest  winds.  The  Preferred  Alternative, 
which  specifically  addresses  this  deficiency,  is  necessary  and 
provides  clear  benefits  at  current  aircraft  traffic  levels.  These 
benefits  will  only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as 
developments  at  the  regional  airports  and  high-speed  rail  to 
New  York  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at 
Logan  Airport. 


Massport  has  developed  a  comprehensive  on-site  and  off-site 
Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  mitigation  plan  in  close 
coordination  with  the  Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and 
Endangered  Species  Program  (NHESP)  for  loss  of  such 
habitat  at  Logan  Airport  associated  with  construction  of  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway.  The  plan  strives  to  enhance  protection 
of  remaining  Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  at  Logan  Airport 
without  increasing  the  aviation  safety  hazards  typically 
associated  with  birds  or  hazards  to  the  birds.  Additionally,  it  is 
expected  that  an  area  of  former  Upland  Sandpiper  habitat 
totaling  approximately  150  acres  at  Camp  Edwards  on 
Cape  Cod  will  be  restored  to  grassland  habitat  by  removing 
woody  and  shrub  vegetation  to  encourage  enhancement  of 
the  Upland  Sandpiper  regional  population.  This  restoration 
effort  provides  a  unique  opportunity  to  expand  grasslands  in 
the  Commonwealth  far  in  excess  of  the  40±  acres  to  be  lost 
at  Logan  Airport.  A  Memorandum  of  Agreement  has  been 
signed  between  Massport  and  the  Massachusetts  Army  Air 
National  Guard  for  implementation  of  the  program  and 
long-term  maintenance  of  the  area  as  Upland  Sandpiper 
habitat.  Additional  details  of  the  Upland  Sandpiper  mitigation 
plan  are  presented  in  Section  8.5  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 


The  Boston  Harbor  Islands,  while  within  the 

No  Action  Alternative  (Alternative  4) 

65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  (dB  DNL)  contour,  will  have  no 

noise  increase  with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Refer  to 

Section  6.3.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  additional 

discussion  of  parklands  relative  to  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Refer  to  Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice  analysis.  Noise  was 
found  to  be  the  only  adverse  impact  from  the 
Preferred  Alternative  with  the  potential  for 
Environmental  Justice  impacts.  Additional  demographic 
analysis  of  the  noise-affected  areas  was  conducted  to 
determine  if  minority  and/or  low-income  populations  would  be 
disproportionately  affected  by  the  Preferred  Alternative.  This 
analysis  found  that  there  is  no  high  and 
adverse  disproportionate  impact  caused  by  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 


Letter  230;  Ethan  D.  Hoag 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


LETTER  231 


22ApriI  1999 

Mr.  Authur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458 
Jjtoachuscto  Enviiumncntal  Policy  Act 
Office  of  Environmental  Affaire 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Room  2000 
Boston,  MA  02202 

John  C.  Silva,  Manager 
Environmental  Programs 
Airports  Division,  ANE  -  600 
New  England  Region 
12  New  England  Executive  Parit 
Burimgton,MA  01803 

Re:     .  Massachusetts  Port  Authority  (MPA) 

Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  ("'Proiect-^ 
Boston-Logan  International  Airport  ^ 
BostonAVinthrup 


Gentlemen: 


I  strongly  request  that  the  Massachusetts  Secref^rv  «f  p«,.-  .  ,  «• 

Secretary)  and  the  FAA  detS  tSSSll^n^  d^^^^  ^^^^^  ^'^'i'  ^the 

Logan  Airside  Improvements  Hamiing  FwS^^S^  def  aenaes  exist  m  the  DHS/DEIR  of  the 
be  found  "INADEQUATE"  andS  a^ne^'^SLt^i!^^^ ^  'i^^^^ent 
the  proposed  runway  14/32.  the  centeS  Sa^SL^h'^^^^  P^i 
mmimum  have  major  environmental  immcis  for  the  ^^rS  R^t       "^"^7'  «f  t^e 

been  adequately  addressed.  In  additi^^e  da^  tn^^  ^metropolitan  area  which  have  not 

Should  be  required  with  the  plannin^P^n^  «d  frot 2oTo  to^^^^^  ' 

request  that  the  EPA  take  the  lead  lole  foSSo?i;^ca'^^^^^  ''^^^^y-  ^ 

tl^l^TZ  pmtTace  tft^vTr^'^^  P'^'-  ''^^•^"^"^     '^^^  of  transportation,  should 
with  the  cooperauSn  of  KteS S^nclTchTZln^^^^^^  ™^  ^^^^^  b^accompHshed 
organizations.  It  should  also  analyze  Knact^  inch^in"  '^.^^^""t^d  to  residents,  businesses,  and 
of  ways  and  adjacent  pmperties  for^T  3new  Zn^A^  ^'"^^      ^^'^'^^    ^n>orts,  track  right 
env  romnental  impact^  on  wetland  wate^av^  t^tZ  ^"^^f^  "^^d  development,  and  all  " 
well  as  air  and  noise  impacts.  All  Tmv^^^  "fl^^^T'  ^^^^  studies  as 

determined  the  least  invksive  enviSen^  im.lrrc^T  ^  ^^sstd  and  a  plan  developed  to 
requirements  for  fumre  \ong^^^'%^^^^.'''^^^^^^  to  meet  the  region^ 

Ptoject  and  should  not  be  ^^T^-^^l^Zt  ^^^^Z""'  ^""'^ ^^^^  ^'^'"^"^ 
planmng  cannot  and  should  not  be  tolerated  ^      '""^^''^  ^  included.  Segmental 

S^t^^^Jp1^L^aL'i1>^^^^  ^P^^-y  19,  1999  that,  "...the  lapse  of  time 

adverse  en  vironmentaf  conserue^cer  m       availability  of  this  Draft  OR  has  no 

have  dramatically  changed  over  die  la^t  five  v^'.rvl^^  blatontly  untrue  Weather  conditions  alone 
delay  data  (DEiAySIM)  sho^^'^a  ^^^^^^^^^^^^^  ^  Nino  and  La  Nina  effects.  FAA 

essentially  m  equilibrium.  The  entire  an!j^sis1&renf  nK  u^^^^^ 


noised,  al^ady  ao  inUmi^tioTTslfS^Zt fy^ ^50^,^^^^  ^"'-^ 

mSncZ'thl  Des'S'^'f  ^  "T"  ^'•'•''"'^'y  '"''l'"^^''     in  '^"mc  cases,  even 

TSr^  .t  .  f  '  ?"  requesung  ihai  the  Massach.--slte  Secretary  of  EnviromnenLS 
Affaire  and  the  FAA  determine  that  significant  planning  deficiencies  exist  in  ft7DEI»DFIR?,f  ,^ 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment 

Very  truly  yours, 

M  ■yd2,^z>^  i4t^^ 

M.  Blossom  Hoag  / 

cc:  John  Devillars,  Director,  Regional  EPA 

Robert  Bartonowicy,  Regional  Director,  FAA 

'  DEIS/DEIS  Section  8.6.1.2  "Assessment  of  Impact" 

^  FAA  Report  DOT/FAA/AR -97/26,  "Impact  of  New  Large  Aircraft  on 

Airport  Design,  "March  1998. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  231 
M.  Blossom  Hoag 
Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Code 


231.1 


Topic  1 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Topic  2 

MEPA  " 


231.2 


231.3 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 

Regional 

Transportation 


FAA/NEPA 


Comment 

. . .  Each  of  the  major  three  parts;  the  proposed  runway 
14/32,  the  centerfield  taxiway  between  the  4/22  runways, 
and  lowering  of  the  minimum  have  major  environmental 
impacts  for  the  greater  Boston  metropolitan  area  which 
have  not  been  adequately  addressed.  In  addition,  the  data 
and  studies  used  are  outdated  and  a  1998  base  year  should 
be  required  with  the  planning  period  extended  from  2010  to 
2020. 


[There  is  a]  conflict  of  interest  that  exists  for  the  FAA  to  be  a 
proponent  for  the  Project  and  then  also  one  of  the  decision 
makers  in  determining  the  Project's  adequacy. ... 
A  comprehensive  northeast  regional  transportation  plan, 
including  all  fomis  of  transportation,  should  be  developed 
and  put  in  place  before  any  airport  expansion  is  allowed, 
...[This  plan  would  determine]  the  least  invasive 
environmental  impacts  for  developments  needed  to  meet 
the  region's  requirements  for  future  long  term  growth. 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  DraCEIS/Elf^'an^^^^^^ 
DEIS/FEIR  analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
Airside  Project,  consistent  with  established  federal  and  state 
scoping  directives.  Appropriate  mitigation  associated  with  the 
Airside  Project  has  also  been  established.  Massport  has 
programs  in  place  to  reduce  the  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  Logan  Airport  as  a  whole.  These  initiatives  are 
described  in  the  Logan  Airport  ESPR  and  its  updates. 
In  response  to  the  request  made  by  the  EPA,  as  well  as  by 
EOEA  in  its  MEPA  Certificate  on  the  Draft  EIR,  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes  delay  and  environmental 
analyses  for  1998  to  reflect  cun-ent  conditions  and  to  provide 
context  to  the  delay  problem  at  Logan  Airport.  However,  it 
should  be  noted  that  the  appropriate  comparison  for  assessing 
future  year  conditions  and  the  effectiveness  of  the 
Airside  Project,  is  a  comparison  of  the  Preferred  Altemative  to 
the  No  Action  Altemative,  not  a  comparison  of  the 
Preferred  Altemative  to  the  base  year. 
A  discussion  of  cun-ent  and  historic  conditions  can  be  found  in 
Section  4.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Current  traffic  trends  at  Logan  Airport,  as  described  in  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  indicate  that  the  37.5  million  annual 
air  passenger  level  may  not  be  reached  until  2015,  and  the 
45  million  passenger  level  may  not  occur  until  2020  or  beyond. 
The  planning  horizon  considered  in  the  airside  analysis 
therefore  extends  well  beyond  10  years.  Chapter  2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  addresses  the  integration  of  the 
Airside  Project  and  regional  transportation. 
Comment  noted. 


The  altemative  analysis  conforms  to  FA/^  and  MEPA  scoping 
directives.  The  impact  of  the  regional  alternatives  has  been 
addressed  through  the  study  of  a  range  of  forecast  activity 
levels.  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  comprehensive 
discussion  of  regional  alternatives. 
Massport  advocates  increased  use  of  the  regional  airports  and 
high-speed  rail  sen/ices,  in  addition  to  construction  of 
Runway  14/32  and  the  other  airside  improvement  projects  at 
Logan  Airport,  as  a  comprehensive  plan  for  ensuring  an 
efficient  and  balanced  regional  transportation  system.  As  the 
analysis  in  Chapter  2  indicates,  these  off-airport  alternatives  are 
expected  to  reduce  aircraft  traffic  growth  pressures  at 
Logan  Airport,  but  they  will  not  eliminate  airside  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  that  occur  because  of  a  third  operating  njnway 
during  periods  of  northwest  winds.  The  Preferred  Altemative. 
which  specifically  addresses  this  deficiency,  is  necessary  and 
provides  clear  benefits  at  current  aircraft  traffic  levels.  These 
benefits  will  only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as  developments 
at  the  regional  airports  and  high-speed  rail  to  New  York  act  to 
reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at  Logan  Airport. 
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Code 


231.4 


Topic  1 

Ecosystems 


Topic  2 


Rare  Species 


Comment 


Response 


The  state  listed  endangered  upland  sandpiper  habitat  which 
would  be  disrupted  by  Centerfield  Taxiway  is  not  adequately 
addressed  and  there  is  no  agreement  with  the 
Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and  Endangered  Species 
Program  although  this  has  been  a  known  area  of  concern 
since  1993. 


Massport  has  developed  a  comprehensive  on-site  and  off-site 
Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  mitigation  plan  in  close 
coordination  with  the  Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and 
Endangered  Species  Program  (NHESP)  for  loss  of  such 
habitat  at  Logan  Airport  associated  with  construction  of  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway.  The  plan  strives  to  enhance  protection 
of  remaining  Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  at  Logan  Airport 
without  increasing  the  aviation  safety  hazards  typically 
associated  with  birds  or  hazards  to  the  birds.  Additionally,  it  is 
expected  that  an  area  of  former  Upland  Sandpiper  habitat 
totaling  approximately  150  acres  at  Camp  Edwards  on 
Cape  Cod  will  be  restored  to  grassland  habitat  by  removing 
woody  and  shrub  vegetation  to  encourage  enhancement  of 
the  Upland  Sandpiper  regional  population.  This  restoration 
effort  provides  a  unique  opportunity  to  expand  grasslands  in 
the  Commonwealth  far  in  excess  of  the  40±  acres  to  be  lost 
at  Logan  Airport.  A  Memorandum  of  Agreement  has  been 
signed  between  Massport  and  the  Massachusetts  Army  Air 
National  Guard  for  implementation  of  the  program  and 
long-term  maintenance  of  the  area  as  Upland  Sandpiper 
habitat.  Additional  details  of  the  Upland  Sandpiper  mitigation 
plan  are  presented  in  Section  8.5  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  231 :  M.  Blossom  Hoag 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


LETTER  232 


Mr.  Robert  Durand 
c/o  Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley 
MEPA  Unit 

Executive  office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20*  Floor 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 
EOA  -  10458 


AmSv-shcf  r  '  ""^"^^^  demonstrates  the  Massachusetts  Port 

^"^^estlT^:^^^^  ™ .L"  . center 

Worcester  aitpon  should  £  b'^To V'^tS^  ^"'^^'^"^ 

*  U^'l^tTer)!^^''' "^l"^  ^  P'«'  °"  ^  Sraph  that  shows  Saratoga  Street  as 

•  TntK«  K       .  T^VV   .  ^^'^^^^^^^^•^^ewRoadw 

•  Ch^s^d  graphs  used  by  the  Massport  never  show  surrounding  homes  or  school  Accurate 

.   Massport  claims  pollution  will  be  less  with  the  centerfield  taxiway.  when  all  of  the  exhausts  from 

*  '1"^  ^  disregarded.  A  maximum  of  five  large  jet  aircrafts 


television  advertisements.  I  did  not  realize  public  aUities  conH  „„ 

aupor.  e.-.pansioa  Local  concerned  citizens  can  tH,7cim^^^^^h  '°  '<""'y  t->r 

9itT4t:iif^t^rerj^jrr^^ 

Massport  is  interested  in.  We  need  the  help  of  the  •  ^11 

Stop  Massport.  People  living  in  the  Boston  ^2  sl^toteT's^r~  P^'^-^'io"  Agency  to 
the  state.  We  have  the  right  to  breathe  fresh  air  e^Ta  sul^t  r^^l'T™''  "^hts  as  the  rest  of 
fljmes  and  hear  birds  sing,  not  airplanes  tai4  ;rm'  cI?:  ^ L      r  1°  7'"  ^e 
Please  stop  Massport 's  plans  for  expansion.  accomplished  without  your  help. 


Thank  you  for  your  help  in  this  very  important  matter. 
Sincerely, 


Roberta  T.  Horn 

65  St.  Andrew  Road 

East  Boston,  Massachusetts  02128 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Drar  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  232 
Roberta  T.  Horn 
Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

232.1      Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Comment 


Response 


In  volume  I  page  2-9,  Hanscom  is  not  listed  in  the  map  of 
commercial  airports.  Massport  does  not  consider  this  airport 
commercial,  but  it  should  be  listed  and  included  in  the 
planning  as  57.2%  of  flight  demand  is  based  outside  the 
128  and  495  area. 


The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  specifically  considered  the  rote  of  Hanscom  Field 
in  the  analysis  of  regional  alternatives.  Hanscom  Field,  which 
serves  as  a  general  aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport, 
already  accommodates  a  significant  number  of 
aircraft  operations  (183,000  operations  in  1998).  The 
Hanscom  Field  activity  includes  private,  business,  charter, 
and  air  taxi  operations  that  might  otherwise  use 
Logan  Airport.  Since  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  was 
filed.  Shuttle  America,  a  newly  founded  airline,  began 
commercial  scheduled  operations  at  Hanscom  Field,  offering 
limited  turboprop  services  to  short-haul  regional  markets  - 
Trenton,  Buffalo,  Hartford  (discontinued),  Wilmington, 
Delaware  (discontinued),  and  Greensboro.  Shuttle  America  is 
also  conducting  operations  between  Hanscom  and 
New  York  LaGuardia  Airport.  While  Massport  supports 
commercial  service  at  Hanscom  Field  consistent  with  its 
established  policy  (60-seat  regulation),  it  believes  that 
Hanscom  Field  will  maintain  its  role  as  a 
major  general  aviation  reliever,  and  that  its 
geographic  proximity  to  Logan,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester  airports  will  prevent  its  development  as  a 
significant  commercial  airport.  Additionally,  commuter  airlines 
serving  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely  to  move  a 
significant  number  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to 
Hanscom  Field,  since  approximately  50  percent  of 
passengers  on  Logan  Airport's  commuter  flights  connect  to 
other  Logan  Airport  flights.  However,  any  new  commercial 
service  initiatives  proposed  for  Hanscom  Field  shall  be 
reviewed  for  consistency  with  the  Hanscom  GEIR  (HGEIR). 
its  Annual  Updates,  and  applicable  regulatory  limitations,  and 
shall  be  considered  by  the  Hanscom  Field 
Advisory  Committee.  Refer  to  Section  2.6  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  Hanscom  Fteld. 
The  environmental  impacts  of  commercial  services  at 
Hanscom  Field  are  summarized  from  the  HGEIR  and  appear 
in  Appendix  B  of  the  Supptemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


232.2 

Alternatives 

Reduced 
Approach 
Minima 

The  change  in  height  decision,  volume  3  page  4,  was  based 
on  a  graph  that  shows  Saratoga  Street  as  the  last  street 
before  the  water.  There  are  two  additional  residential  streets 
between  Saratoga  Street  and  the  water.  Bayswater  Street 
and  St.  Andrew  Road  were  not  even  considered. 

Graphics  have  been  updated,  supplemented  and  corrected. 

^  232.3 

Noise 

Studies 

Charts  and  graphs  used  by  the  Massport  never  show 
sun-ounding  homes  or  schools.  Accurate  infonnation  would 
demonstrate  the  closeness  to  thickly  settled  residential 
areas. 

The  noise  exposure  contours  and  basemaps  presented  in 
Chapters  5  and  6  all  show  residential  areas.  Additional  blow- 
ups of  specific  areas  depict  cultural  resources,  historic 
districts,  and  parklands.  Schools  are  shown  in  Appendix  E  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  on  a  basemap  with  school  day 
noise  exposure  contours. 
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[232.4 

Alternatives 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Massport  claims  pollution  will  be  less  with  the  centerfield 
taxiway,  when  all  of  the  exhausts  from  planes  using  this 
taxiway  will  be  aimed  at  the  Bayswater  Street  homes. 

Mn  <altQmafi\/Qc  i/inlato  th^i  M A AO^  Thp  PrpfpfrpH  Altpmativp 

shows  better  air  quality  results  than  the  other  altematives. 

232.5 

Alternatives 

Operational 
Restrictions 

Regulations  for  the  November  Taxiway  have  been 
disregarded. 

;  The  Centerfield  Taxiway  will  provide  more  flexibility  for  air 
-  traffic  controllers  to  handle  ground  movements. 

Letter  232;  Roberta  T.  Horn 

Private  Citizens:  East  Boston 


